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PREFACE. 


—— 


ee oe hold a prominent place in the his- 
tory of Christianity. From the outset the pro- 
pounders of the faith were, of necessity, obliged to meet 
and obviate objections to the doctrines they were com- 
missioned to proclaim. Hence the discourses of our 
Lord and His apostles are at once expositions of the 
faith and defences of its principles. In like manner, the 
writings and formulated creeds of the early Fathers and 
of the Reformers, are both expository and vindicatory. 
They state the great leading truths of the Gospel, and 
do so in such a way as to instruct inquirers, fortify 
believers, and leave gainsayers without excuse. In 
these expositions and defences of the doctrines of the 
Gospel they are careful to put the truth clearly de- 
fined in the foreground, and they never modify it 
in order to obviate objections or conciliate objectors. 
Calvin’s Institutes may be regarded as a colossal 
Apologetic. That immortal work, framed on the lines 
of the Apostles’ Creed, was designed to recall the 
Church to the faith she had abandoned, and to repel 
the charge that the Reformers were introducing 
doctrines alien to the Gospel of Christ. 
5 


ORT School of Theology 


at Claremont 


vi PREFACE. 


Such was the character of the Apologetics of the 
olden times. The motto of the Apologists was :— 
Clear doctrinal definition, supported and justified by 
sound scriptural argumentation. Such, however, is 
not the character of the New Apologetic, which is 
claiming the ear of the Christian Church on both 
sides of the Atlantic, and professing to speak in the 
name of Biblical Criticism, Theology and Science. It 
does deal with doctrine, but it deals with it in a way 
fitted, not to expound and clarify, but to minimise the 
truth, to obscure its import, and to confuse and perplex 
the mind of the reader. But whatever else it fails to 
make clear it never fails to make it patent that the 
modicum of doctrine which it allows and accepts is 
accepted with conditions and provisos which go far 
to neutralise its original import as set forth in the 
Divine Oracles. _ Its atonement is not the Atonement 
symbolized and typified under the Mosaic Economy. 
It knows nothing of the expiation of sin by the 
shedding of the blood of a sacrificial Substitute. It 
teaches that it is not the blood of Christ, but His 
spirit of self-sacrifice for others that: invests the Cross 
with its reconciling power. “Here the virtue lies not 
in the blood, though that is formally mentioned, but 
in the offering of a perfect will through the eternal 
spirit of holy love ”—(spirit, though the phrase seems 
borrowed from Hebrews ix. 14, being printed with 
a small, instead of a capital S). “In this offering 
God can take pleasure, not because of the pain and 
the blood-shedding, but in spite of them (!)), By the 
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virtue of this offering God is reconciled to the world, 
and can regard with a benignant eye a guilty race. 
We are accepted in the Beloved, the Messianic King 
and His subjects being an organic unity in God’s 
sight.”—Bruce’s Kingdom of God, p. 249. 

Such is the conclusion reached by this writer in 
a chapter headed, “The Death of Jesus and its 
significance”! Throughout the chapter he labours by 
recondite analogies, such as that of “ Mary’s deed in 
anointing Him,” and the partnership which His dis- 
ciples have in His sufferings when they suffer for His 
sake, and for the sake of the brethren,—by such 
analogies he endeavours to prepare the way for the 
above conclusion, in which he has set aside the blood 
of Jesus—that blood which cleanseth us from all sin, 
that blood of the everlasting covenant through which 
God brought Him again from the dead, that blood of 
the Covenant wherewith he was sanctified, and by which 
He purchased the Church—as not only having no 
part in the reconciliation of God, but:as an incident in 
the august transaction, “in spite” of which God has 
- been reconciled! One reads this sentence with feel- 
ings of intense pain, it seems so lke counting the 
blood of the covenant wherewith Christ was sancti- 
fied a common thing, and treating it with despite. 

Apart from the irreverence of such a statement 
it is manifest that no one having scriptural views of 
the structure of the economy of Redemption could 
have written it. According to Dr. Bruce, Christ 
reconciles God to a guilty race, not by His work as 
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a Priest, but by His regal relations to men. In 
taking this position, he sets aside the Mosaic economy 
as a typical institute designed to foreshadow that work 
whereby Christ was to reconcile God to men by the 
execution of His priestly office. Instead of merging 
the priestly in the kingly office of the Messiah, the 
Scriptures from Genesis to the visions of Patmos, base 
His kingly office and His right to exercise His royal 
prerogative upon His work as a Priest. He must 
have very slender acquaintance with what the Scrip- 
tures teach regarding the relation of the functions of 
Christ’s mediatorial office to one another, who needs 
to be told that it is not by the execution of His 
kingly function that Christ reconciles God to men. 
Whether they speak of His efficiency as a Prophet, 
or His right to the throne as a King, they are careful 
to point to His work as a Priest as the foundation of 
His right to execute such functions. “By His know- 
ledge” (as a Prophet) “shall my righteous servant 
justify many ; for He shall bear their iniquities” (as 
a Priest). “Therefore will I divide Him a portion 
with the great, and He shall divide the spoil with 
the strong” (as a King and Conqueror), “ because He 
hath poured out His soul unto death” (as a priest), 
“and He was numbered with the transgressors ; and 
He bare the sin of many, and made intercession for 
the transgressors ” (as a Priest). 

This relation of the priestly to the kingly function 
of Christ is exhibited in the symbolic concrete in the 
visions of Patmos. It is as the Lamb that had been 
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slain our Lord takes possession of the throne, and it is 
as the Lamb that His right to be enthroned and 
honoured with kingly honours is recognised by the 
living creatures, and the enthroned elders, and the 
angelic host. It is as the Lamb that He conducts 
His royal conflict with the kings of the earth, who 
give their power and strength to the beast; and it is 
from the throne of God, on which the Lamb appears, 
that the river of the water of life flows forth which 
earries refreshing throughout the Paradise of God. 
To reverse, in the face of these facts, the clearly- 
revealed relation which the priestly office sustains to 
the kingly, is simply to subvert the foundation of 
Christ’s throne; and to do so, for the reasons alleged 
by this author, is to remove from the economy of 
Redemption the great propitiation on the ground of 
which alone it is claimed that God can be just and 
the justifier of him that believeth in Jesus. Accord- 
ing to such Apologetic, justification is out of the 
question. If law, for transgressors, embrace penalty 
as well as precept, the offering up of a holy will 
_ to a holy and righteous God, who must be just in 
justifying, cannot lay an adequate foundation for a 
righteous decision, as there would still remain un- 
cancelled the debt due to a violated law, which no 
course of future obedience, however perfect, which 
merely meets the claims of the precept, can liquidate. 

Equally subversive of this fundamental doctrine and 
its legal outcome in justification is the now well- 
known St. Giles sermon. That sermon does not, in 
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so many words, deny that Christ bore the punishment 
due to our sins, but the preacher is careful to tell his 
auditors that the theory which represents Christ as 
doing so, while it has many advantages, “was open to 
obvious objections.”. One of these obvious objections 
is that “men saw that they bore the punishment of 
their own sins all life through; they found they were 
delivered from punishment precisely as they were 
delivered from sin; and they could not understand 
how it could be said that Christ. bore their whole 
punishment.” Another objection specified was, that 
men “did not think that God required to be pro- 
pitiated; they considered Christ’s life and death to be 
the manifestation of God’s redeeming love, and that 
Christ came to the world to reveal it. In point of 
fact,” he added, “ both theories make good Christians.” 
All this is introduced by the assertion that “the 
Gospel was a proclamation of forgiveness, and not a 
proclamation of the means by which it was accom- 
plished.” 

It is surely manifest that this account of the 
Atonement cannot be regarded as a Christian Apolo- 
getic. An account of that august transaction which 
cost the life of God’s beloved Son, that places it on 
a level, in its redemptive benefits, with the Socinian 
doctrine, which repudiates the idea of Christ’s sub- 
stitutionary sufferings, and of the necessity of a Divine 
propitiation, cannot be accepted by any man who 
recognises the Word of God as the only source of 
information on the subject. Dr. Dods carefully 
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eschews this source, and has recourse to what he 
alleges men find in their experience, and what they 
think God may, or may not require. Men find they 
suffer throughout life, and the conclusion is drawn 
that Christ could not have borne all the punishment 
due to their sins! This conclusion, which confounds 
punishment with chastisement, which rests upon no 
other basis than an unwarrantable human inference, 
and a misconception of the Divine attributes, and 
which contradicts the concurrent testimony of prophets 
and apostles, is given forth from the pulpit of St. 
Giles as a theory which makes “good Christians,” 
without the qualification which the preacher appended 
to the orthodox theory, that it “was open to obvious 
objections!” and, indeed, without any qualification 
whatever. Now, if a man states two theories on any 
subject, and says regarding one of them, that it is 
open to obvious objections, which he enumerates and 
does not challenge, and does not mention any ob- 
jection to the other theory, it is difficult to believe 
that he does not prefer the latter to the former, even 
though he has subscribed the former as expressing his 
faith upon the subject of which it treats. 

But attention must be called to the utterly ground- 
less assertion that “the Gospel was a proclamation of 
forgiveness and not a proclamation of the means by 
which it was accomplished.” It would be very difti- 
cult to frame a statement on this subject more directly 
contradictory of the facts, as given in the Divine 
Record. It has certainly no countenance from the 
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Gospel in Leviticus. The ever-recurring phrase is, 
“the priest shall make an atonement for him, and 
it shall be forgiven him.” Such is the standing 
formula of the Mosaic Dispensation. Let the question 
be raised, Which of the two proclamations occupies 
the larger space in the Divine Record? and it will be 
seen at once, by any one acquainted with that Record, 
that the great burden of its revelation is “the means 
whereby forgiveness has been accomplished.” The 
subject of the Mosaic Economy, with its priesthood | 
and sacrificial system, is a suffering Saviour by whose 
sufferings and death, when the fulness of time should 
come, His people were. to be reconciled to God. In 
accordance with this burden of the Old Testament 
is the Gospel of the New. The theme of the apostles 
is, not simply forgiveness, but justification through the 
Cross of Christ. They do proclaim forgiveness, but 
they are careful, keeping by the teaching of the Old 
Testament, to teach that “without shedding of blood 
is no remission.” 

The review of Bushnell on the Vicarious Sacrifice 
and that of Barnes on the Atonement, find a place 
in this volume, chiefly to point out the doctrinal 
kinship of this class of Apologetics on both sides 
of the Atlantic. There is, however, this difference 
between Bushnell and his Cis-Atlantic brethren, that 
while he makes open confession of the impotence 
of his theory of the Vicarious Sacrifice to convert 
sinners, and adopts in its stead, as the only efficient 
homiletic, the doctrine of an actual propitiatory sacri- 
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fice, which he had written his book to supersede, 
these friends claim for a theory, which is simply 
Bushnell’s rejected moral impression theory, that it 
makes good Christians, as truly as the orthodox 
doctrine upon which Bushnell himself had to fall 
back when he ceased to speculate and addressed 
himself to the work of saving souls. These brethren 
are not ashamed to gather, and foster, and commend 
to the churches of these lands, a theory which one 
of the very ablest of its advocates felt constrained 
to abandon when he came to grapple with the question, 
“ How shall man be just with God ?” 

Passing from the way in which the New Apologetic 
treats the system of doctrine revealed in the Holy 
Scriptures, we find that it has no hesitation in dealing 
with the Scriptures themselves with as free a hand. 
Its advocates teach that the Scriptures contain the 
Word of God, but they deny that they are the Word 
of God. For this contention they even venture to 
claim Confessional authority, because they find in 
our Standards such expressions as, “the Word of God 
which is contained in the Scriptures of the Old and 
New Testaments.” With this claim the present 
volume deals at such length as to render prefatory 
remarks unnecessary. The distracting, unsettling 
character and tendency of such a view of the Sacred 
Oracles are so patent that it is really humiliating 
to enter upon a formal exposure of it. The fact 
that the Bible has been written, not for the wise 
and prudent, but for the weak things of this world, 


Xiv PREFACE. 


and things that are despised, is sufficient to justify 
the rejection of such a theory, without any detailed 
refutation. On this theory, it is questionable whether 
any two men would have the same Bible. It is 
true the theory professes to make provision for the 
guidance of the believer, by ascribing to the Holy 
Spirit a special, directive function, by which He 
enables him to discriminate what is, from what is 
not, the Word of God. The attention of the reader 
is specially called to the way in which this theoretical 
device is dealt with in the present volume. 

As the Down-grade in Criticism and Theology is, 
in our time, closely connected with the Down-grade 
in science, it has been considered necessary to discuss 
the questions raised by that phase of scientific 
speculation, which our critical and theological specu- 
lators have espoused. It will be found that these 
reconstructors of Divine Revelation, and of the system 
of doctrine hitherto “most surely believed among us,” 
are, with few exceptions, Evolutionists. Professor 
Drummond, who, not long since, formally proclaimed 
Dr. Dods as the leader and inaugurator of Scotland’s 
future theology, is an out and out Evolutionist, and 
so thorough has been the hold which the evolutionary 
theory has taken of his whole modes of thought, 
that it has, as he tells us, “transfigured” his theology. 
And certainly he has not over-stated its effects upon 
his former doctrinal system, for it has led him to 
represent reversion to the type of our first father 
as degeneracy, and thus to deny the confessional 
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and scriptural doctrine of man’s original state as 
made in the image of God, in knowledge, righteous- 
ness and holiness, and by implication to deny the 
doctrine of the Fall and the estate into which it 
brought mankind, and to advocate the novel doctrine 
of Conditional Immortality. The writer has examined 
Professor Drummond’s Science and Theology, in “ The 
feign of Causality,” published by Clark, Edinburgh, 
and his estimate of the science of the professor has 
been confirmed by Principal Dawson of the University 
of Montreal. 

It will be seen by the review of Le Conte on 
“ Hvolution and its relation to Religious Thought,’ how 
unreliable are the data, and how unwarrantable are 
the inferences drawn from them by the Evolutionists. 
These so-called scientists claim that all organic forms 
are evolved from life-cells, which contain within their 
mysterious treasures the materials of the future 
organic structures. Omnis cellula e cellula is the 
biological maxim on which the whole hypothesis is 
founded. As the human mind cannot rest in an 
endless chain of causally related cells, the question 
forces itself upon the intelligent investigator, “ whence 
the first cell?” Even Darwin had to admit the 
supernatural action of a cause producing one or more 
primordial forms. True science must answer the 
question, “whence the first cell?” by reference to 
facts, and when we turn to facts we find that the 
above biological formula will not stand this scientific 
test, Omnis cellula e cellula must be supplemented 
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by the addition of the clause, sed primaria cellula ex 
organismo. Science knows nothing of a _ primary 
life cell which does not come from a living organism. 
Le Conte takes an egg as the type of all evolution, 
and tries to strengthen his argument by a reference 
to the tadpole. But he cannot, as a scientist, be 
allowed to begin the evolutionary process with the 
egg, or with the tadpole. Neither eggs nor tad- 
poles furnish the evolutionary starting-point. Fertile 
eggs are from perfect parental organisms, and tad- 
poles spring from frog-spawns, which, in turn, owe 
their origin to perfect parental frogs. We are thus 
led back through nature, scientifically interpreted, 
to the Mosaic Cosmogony which represents the 
perfect organic forms as antecedent to all life-cells, 
whether animal or vegetable. Such is the Mosaic 
order, and such is the order presented in the actual 
history of life on our globe. Had these brethren 
not accepted the hypotheses of Evolutionists as 
established science, and looked beneath the surface 
into the Divine Economy as revealed in nature, they 
had not been guilty of the temerity of adjusting the 
doctrines of the august Economy of Redemption to the 
ever-changing phases of such unscientific speculations. 
It is truly humiliating to find men nursed on the 
breast of the vigorous theology which has made 
Scotland famous among the nations of Christendom, 
kneeling at the footstool of Herbert Spencer, or 
Professor Huxley, to receive their benison (a benison 
which they have declined to bestow), and then 
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rising to proclaim to the Church that nourished 
them, that their theology, which was her theology, 
has undergone a transfiguration ! 

The articles now contained in this volume were 
originally produced from time to time, as occasion 
offered, and the claims of truth seemed to demand. 
They take cognisance of, and note the fact, that the 
tendency of false principles, in any department of 
human thought, is ever downward. This fact stands 
forth with peculiar and instructive prominence in 
the history of the discussions conducted within the 
departments of Criticism, Theology, and Science, 
during the period covered by these articles <A 
Rationalistic Criticism, however timid at first, is 
now bold enough to lift its voice in the pulpits and 
theological halls of Churches once eminent for their 
reverence for the Sacred Scriptures as the Word of 
God. False views of the relation of the creature 
to the Creator, of moral agents to God as Moral 
Governor, have led to the framing of theologies, 
which, however discordant among themselves, agree 
in exalting freewill to the throne, and conditioning 
the execution of the Divine purposes upon the arbitra- 
ment of finite moral agents. The false theory of the 
intuitive principle of Causality, enunciated by David 
Hume, which claims that the idea of a cause is 
exhausted in the notion of a mere order of sequence 
among phenomena, has proved the fertile source of 
all the false philosophies and sciences which have 


sprung into being, and waxed and waned since his 
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day, or which still lay claim to scientific or philosophic 
rank. This unquestionable historic fact may serve 
as a sufficient apology for the publication of these 
articles in their present form, and it is hoped they . 
may contribute, in some measure, to stay the present 
tendency, and to advance the interests of genuine 
Biblical Criticism, of Scriptural Theology, and of 
sound Science. 
RW, 


CoLLEGE PARK, BELFAsT, 
September 1890. 
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THE NEW APOLOGETIC. 


CHAPTER I. 
APOLOGY BY CONCESSION.” 


OME years ago, in the city of Philadelphia, a 
student, fresh from Germany, said to a young 
minister, “ You do not vead the Bible. You turn 
over the leaves, but you do not analyse and compare 
book with book and part with part. In Germany 
we study the Bible as we do any other book, and we 
find in it what you have not discovered; we find in 
it literary blemishes, historical inaccuracies and con- 
tradictions.” “You must have a very low estimate 
of the Bible,” replied the minister, “and cannot, of 
course, regard it as a Divine Revelation.” “You are 
quite mistaken, my friend,” said the student. “These 
blemishes do not affect the Book as a Revelation of 
religious truth. If a sceptic comes to me with 
objections founded on these mistakes, I say to him, 
1 An Address delivered at the opening of the Session in the 


Assembly’s College, Belfast, in November 1878. 
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How many mistakes have you discovered ? — ten, 
twenty, one hundred? I answer, I have found 
many, very many more. for every error or dis- 
crepancy you point out I will show you five. By 
referring to such small matters, you simply prove 
that you do not understand the Bible, or apprehend 
the end for which it was written. The Bible does 
not aim at accuracy in such matters. It professes 
to be a Revelation of the saving knowledge of God, 
and it is only by its teaching within this sphere it is 
to be judged. Errors and defects in its references to 
other subjects may be allowed without discrediting or 
in the least invalidating its claims as a rule of faith 
and life. Truth is short; and this method of dealing 
with sceptics, by its very brevity, arrests attention, 
and by its candour inspires confidence.” 

This student was a German, and had drunk at the 
fountain-heads of the so-called higher criticism. He 
had imbibed those principles which, originating in the 
speculations .of medieval Jews, have found their way 
through the writings of Spinoza, Simon and Le Clere; 
and have vitiated to a lamentable extent the theo- 
logical thought of Europe and America. These 
fountains, it would seem, are still open, and their 
bitter waters are breaking forth in the very home 
of orthodoxy—in the land of Knox and Henderson 
and Melville, of Chalmers and Candlish and Cun- 
ningham. This curt apologetic of the young German 
student of a quarter of a century ago, is now openly 
avowed by a new Scottish school of criticism, which 
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claims for itself Confessional authority, and demands 
that it shall have ecclesiastical recognition and un- 
trammelled freedom of action. The ground taken is, 
that the whole doctrine of the Confession regarding 
Scripture rests on its first paragraph, and, indeed, on 
the language of one clause in that paragraph, namely, 
“The knowledge of God and of His will, which is 
necessary to salvation.” These words, it is alleged, 
furnish the key to the whole doctrine of the Con- 
fession in regard to the Word of God. If the Con- 
fession speaks of inspiration, it is of the inspiration 
of those parts of Scripture in which this knowledge 
is given; and if it speaks of the witness of the 
Spirit in proof of the divine authority and infallible 
truth of Scripture, this witness is to be understood 
as having reference to this knowledge alone. Only 
those parts of Scripture which contain truths neces- 
sary to salvation can claim to be inspired, and it is 
only to the truths contained in these portions of the 
Record, and not “to the outward characters of the 
Record,” “the witness of the Spirit attaches itself.” 
This is the ground taken by the advocates of this 
- New Apologetic, or rather this newly imported Apolo- 
getic, and it will be seen at once that it possesses 
advantages altogether peculiar to itself. It saves the 
defender of the Bible a vast deal of trouble. In 
fact, it supersedes all necessity of defence. It not 
only reduces the area to be guarded, but it leaves 
nothing in the remnant territory worth guarding. 
When the enemies of the Bible point out discrep- 
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ancies, errors, contradictions, it simply laughs at 
them. It says, “ Make all these an hundredfold more 
if you will, and the claims of the Book remain as 
valid as ever. These mistakes pertain to things 
which do not concern salvation; and while they may 
affect the ‘form, they do not affect the ‘substance’ 
of the Record.” 

Talk of “short methods” with deists or atheists 
or sceptics of any order after this! This apologetic 
device casts all polemical contrivances into the shade. 
The sacred writers, if sacred they are hereafter to be 
called, were inspired as theologians simply, and not 
as historians or geographers or astronomers, and this 
ends the matter. Errors in these and like depart- 
ments count for nothing, and the adversary but wastes 
his time in searching them out, and the Biblical apolo- 
gist but wastes his breath and damages the credit of 
the Scriptures, as a whole, by trying to defend those 
parts of them which are really indefensible. 

The device, as already hinted, is not altogether 
new; nor have its advocates in other denominations 
had much Confessional difficulty. They have, gene- 
rally speaking, been men whose standards refer in 
very general terms to inspiration, or which do not 
treat of that subject at all. In the present instance, 
however, it is otherwise. There stands right across 
the pathway of the theory the antagonistic teaching 
of the fullest and most explicit standards in Christen- 
dom. Our Standards say that the Holy Scripture, 
consisting of certain books enumerated, is the Word 
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of God, and that all these books “are given by 
inspiration of God, to be the rule of faith and life ;” 
and that the Holy Scripture, consisting of these 
books, thus given “to be,” in their entirety and 
without exception of parts, “the rule of faith and 
life,” is therefore to be received, “because it,” the 
whole of it, and every part of it, “is the Word of 
God.” Here, undoubtedly, is a very grave difficulty 
to be encountered by this new claimant for apologetic 
honours. The Standards affirm that the Bible, the 
whole Bible, with all its books (and its books with 
all their parts), is the Word of God, and base its 
claims to our faith upon its being the Word of God, 
demanding, of course, such reception and recognition 
as faith implies for all the books enumerated, without 
exception and without distinction of parts. All this, 
and exactly all this, the theory denies, and affirms 
that these high prerogatives and attributes belong to 
the Scriptures only “in so far as they are the record 
of spiritual truths, of God’s revelation of Himself and 
His will.” There seems to be here something more 
_ than an apparent discrepancy between the theory and 
the Confession; but its advocates are learned men, 
and it is but due to their literary standing and Chris- 
tian character that their mode of reconciliation be 
fairly examined. 

The theory admits that our Standards teach that 
Scripture is the Word of God, but it is alleged that 
the sense to be put upon this proposition depends on 
the force of the word “is,” The ground taken is, 


strictly in this proposition as it is for Lutherans and 
Romanists to press it strictly in the sentence, “ This 
is My body.” This, of course, is simply to claim that 
the language of a creed, drawn up for the very pur- 
pose of expressing strictly the doctrines of Scripture, is 
not to be strictly interpreted! Let this principle be 
adopted, and then farewell to all Confessions of Faith. 
Give the subscribers of our Standards this license of 
interpretation, and it is questionable whether it would 
be possible to convict any man of either heterodoxy 
or heresy. 

Repudiating the strict meaning, it is affirmed that 
in the sentence, “The Scripture is the Word of God,” 
“7s” does not mean “is,” but means “conveys” or 
“records ;” and that the sentence means simply that 
the Scripture “records” or “conveys” the Word of 
God. He who can take such license in the inter- 
pretation of Confessional terminology, can have little 
difficulty in working his way out of any symbolical 
network which the ingenuity of man may weave 
around him. It is just as easy to apply the principle 
to the proposition, “ Christ is the Word of God,” as to 
the one in question, and thus show that Christ is not 
the personal Logos, but the medium through which 
the Logos is revealed. 

But let us hear the argument by which the New 
Apologetic proves that “is” does not mean “ is,” but 
“conveys” or “records.” That this must be its 
meaning is argued not from the use and wont of the 
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; theologians who drew up the Westminster Standards, 
or of the theologians of the time, but from the fact 
that our Standards teach the same doctrine as other 
orthodox Confessions of the Reformed Churches. 
These other Confessions, it is alleged, cannot be 
regarded as teaching that the Scripture is the Word 
of God (although they say expressly that it is dpswm 
verum verbum Der), because they distinguish between 
the Word of God as it was first spoken by revelation, 
and the Scriptures in which that Word was afterwards 
recorded—some of them, with Calvin and our own 
Shorter Catechism, speaking of the Word as contained 
in the Holy Scriptures ! 

Now, the distinction here sought to be established, 
and on which such reliance is placed, is one that has 
nothing to do with the question at issue. Of what 
avail is it to point to the fact that the Confessions 
and the Reformers say that the Word of God, “ origin- 
ally revealed by oracle, was thereafter reduced to 
writing in the books which we call Holy Scriptures ?” 
What warrant is there for concluding from such 
language that those who employed it meant thereby 
to teach that the Word, as uttered by oracle, was in 
any sense different from the Word afterwards recorded, 
or that the Holy Spirit sustained a different relation 
to the Word as written from what He sustained to 
the Word as spoken? So far were the Reformers 
from intending what the New Apologetic would have 
us believe they intended—namely, that the Word as 
originally spoken was really and truly the very Word 


reduced to writing merely contained it, or conveyed it 
—their object was to teach that what was spoken, or 
given at first by oracle, was afterwards committed to 
writing, so that we have in writing exactly what was 
at first given by oracle. As if to put this beyond all 
possibility of misapprehension, they add, even in the 
passage quoted by the New Apologetic from the Belgic 
Confession, that, besides commanding “ His servants, 
the prophets and apostles, to put His revealed will in 
writing, He Himself wrote, with His own finger, the 
two tables of the law;” and they gave this as the 
reason why “we call such writings holy and divine 
Scriptures,” thus putting what the prophets and 
apostles wrote on a level with what God Himself 
wrote. They who use such language, associating God 
Himself as a writer with the sacred penmen in the 
authorship of the Scriptures, must have intended to 
teach that the resultant Record, in its entirety, was 
indeed the very Word of God. 

But we are not left to conjecture what the Re- 
formers and their successors meant by the distinction 
in question. Turrettine is certainly entitled to speak 
on this subject, and the following is his account 
of the distinction of the Word into éyypadov and 
aypahov, written and unwritten. “It is,” he says, 
“not a division of a genus into its specie as the 
Papists say” (and were Turrettine now living, he _ 
would add, as the new apologists say), “as if the 
word wnwritten were a different thing from the word 
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written ; but it is a distinction of a subject by its 
accidents, because it has occurred to the same word 
that it was formerly unwritten, and is now written. 
It is therefore aypadov, unwritten, not in respect. of 
the present time, but of the past, in which it seemed 
good to God to teach the Church by the living voice, 
and not by the written word.” So far is Turrettine 
from regarding the written as less truly the Word of 
God than the unwritten, that in the preceding para- 
graph he singles it out as the most perfect mode of 
revelation, and contrasts it with the vivd voce method, 
which he designates the most simple, and suited only 
to the infantile state of the Church. 

Such was the use and wont of the Reformers, con- 
tinued in the days of Turrettine and the Westminster 
divines; and it is needless to say that it gives no 
countenance to the representation, that the framers of 
our Standards recognised any such distinction between 
the Word of God written and the Word of God spoken, 
as the New Apologetic has most unwarrantably ascribed 
to them. So far were they from recognising any such 
_ distinction, that we find the Second Helvetic Con- 
fession (chap. i. sec. 3) quoting, in support of the 
exclusive authority of Scripture, not only passages 
which speak of the inspiration of the word written, 
but also passages which speak of the inspiration of 
the word spoken—a method of quotation which mani- 
festly assumes that the men employed to communicate 
the will of God were as much under the inspiring 
agency of the Holy Spirit in writing as in speaking. 


the Scriptures of the New Testament are the Word 
of God, it must be because the Holy Spirit had as 
much to do with the writing as with the speaking. 
In a word, the Second Helvetic Confession, “ which 
was either adopted, or at least highly approved, by 
nearly all the Reformed Churches on the Continent, 
and in England and Scotland” (see “ Schaff,” vol. iii. 
p. 333), not only ignores the distinction relied on, 
but represents both writers and speakers as equally 
actuated by the same inspiring Spirit. 

In this connection it is but proper to notice the 
reason assigned for substituting the term “records” or 
“conveys,” for the term “ contains,” as the true exegesis 
of the word “7s.” The reason, we are informed, is, 
that the expression, The Scripture contains the Word 
of God, has been “twisted” to mean that part of the 
Bible is the Word of God, and another part the 
word of man. “That,” it is admitted, “is not the 
doctrine of our Churches, which hold that the sub- 
stance of all Scripture is God’s Word. What is not 
part of the record of God’s Word is no part of 
Scripture. Only,” it is added, “we must distinguish 
between the Record and the Divine communication of 
God's heart and will which the Record conveys.” 

On this reason it may be remarked—1. That the 
new terms are just as liable to be “twisted” as the 
old. As the language employed may be far in excess 


of the thought, and the vehicle much larger in its 
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dimensions than its contents, it is clear that on the 
theory in question there is no guarantee that every 
part of the Record is the Word of God. If the sub- 
stance alone is the Word, then, the apologetic itself 
being judge, all that whereby the language transcends 
or outruns the substance, must be not the Word of 
God, but the word of man. 2. It may be remarked, 
that the very object aimed at in the substitution of 
“records” or “conveys,” for the simple term “is,” is 
to rule out the doctrine that the language of Scripture 
is the Word of God, and thus to account for apparent 
discrepancies, 3. It may be observed, that it is sheer 
unsupported assumption to assert that our Churches 
hold that it is the substance and not the language of 
Scripture that is the Word of God. None of the 
Reformed Churches ever held any such doctrine. 4. 
It is a manifest contradiction to say that the substance 
of every part of Scripture is God’s Word, and, at the 
same time, to say that there are many parts of it 
erroneous, discrepant, and contradictory. Surely the 
substance of an erroneous or contradictory statement 
cannot be the Word of God. 5.:'It is obviously a 
perversion of language and an utter confusion of 
thought to say that it is the substance and not the 
language of the Sacred Record that is the Word of 
God; and the perversion becomes all the more per- 
verse, and the confusion all the more confounding, 
when we are told that this is what the Westminster 
divines mean when they say that the Scriptures “are 
the very Word of God.” 


in which it comes to us,’ a passage is quoted from 
Calvin’s “Institutes” (bk. iii. ch. ii. sec. 6); and this 
prince of theologians is represented as saying that 
“the Word itself, however it may be presented to us, is 
like a mirror in which faith beholds God.” In the 
passage referred to, however, Calvin is treating of no 
such distinction. He is simply alluding, and that 
incidentally, to the question respecting the necessity 
of the ministry of man in the presentation of the 
Word. His language is: “Here we do not dispute 
whether the ministry of man may be necessary to the 
sowing of the Word of God, whence faith is conceived, 
which elsewhere we shall treat; but the Word itself 
(utcungue ad nos deferatur), however it may be borne 
to us, we say, is like a mirror in which faith beholds 
God.” The distinction between “substance” and 
“form” is never hinted at. Calvin is speaking of the 
necessity of the Word of God as the basis and fulcrum 
of faith, and pronounces it indispensable, but waives 
for the present the question of the necessity of the 
ministry of man in the presentation of it. The ex- 
pression, “however borne,” therefore, means simply 
with or without the ministry of man, and has no 
reference whatever to the point under discussion 


> 


or to the “form” or setting in which the truth is 
presented. 

But the climax of temerity is reached when the New 
Apologetic ventures to quote in its favour Calvin’s 
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comment on 2 Tim. iil. 16. In his comment on this 
text, Calvin remarks that “to disciples as well as 
teachers God is manifested as Author by revelation of 
the same Spirit ;” and this remark is relied on as proof 
that Calvin held that the testimony of the Spirit 
has regard simply to the substance of the Word. 
Were there no context to indicate his meaning, the | 
sentence itself is sufficient proof that Calvin regarded 
the Spirit as testifying to God’s authorship of His own 
Word. There is, however, a context, and that context 
places his meaning beyond the possibility of mis- 
apprehension. In the immediately preceding sentence 
Calvin says, “ Legem et Prophetias non esse doctrinam 
hominum. arbitrio proditam sed a Spiritu Sancto 
dictatam” (the Law and the Prophecies are not a 
doctrine brought forth by the will of men, but dictated 
by the Holy Spirit). To. the objection, “Whence can 
this be known?” Calvin in the very next sentence 
answers, “ By the revelation of the same Spirit God is 
manifested as Author to disciples as well as teachers.” 
That is, Calvin teaches that the Scriptures were 
dictated by the Holy Ghost, and that we know this 
by the testimony which the same Spirit who dictated 
them bears to their divine authorship. Is it not 
manifest that Calvin held that God was the Author 
of the Scriptures in the fullest sense of that term, as 
truly the Author of them as any one is of a book 
which he dictates? The quotation of such a passage 
to prove that its author held that “the certainty of 
God’s Word lies in its substance, and not in the way 





scarcely in harmony with “the higher law.” So far 
was Calvin from holding any such loose views regard- 
ing the outward form of the doctrine, that he expressly 
ascribes it to God as its Author through the agency of 
the Holy Ghost, whom he represents as dictating it; 
and so far was he from holding, as the New Apolo- 
getic does, that the testimony of the Spirit supersedes 
the necessity of divine interference with the “form” 
of the Record, that he teaches that it is by the testimony 
of the Spirit we are assured of its divine authorship. 
Such is Calvin’s doctrine; and, as a scriptural 
theologian, he could hold no other doctrine respecting 
the testimony of the Spirit. It is a fundamental 
principle with all save enthusiasts, that the testimony 
of the Spirit is correlative to the objective revelation, 
and that He testifies to nothing which is not revealed 
in the Word. When He testifies that Jesus of 
Nazareth is the promised Messiah, and thereby gener- 
ates saving faith in Him, he does but reveal to the 
soul what is objectively presented in the Scriptures 
concerning His person and work; and when He testifies 
to the divine authorship of the Word, He does but 
present to the soul, with irresistible power, evidences 
of its divine origin already engraven in the Sacred 
Record. By this principle we must hold, or make 
‘ourselves a prey to the veriest fanaticism. In what 
sense Calvin regarded God as the Author of Scripture, 
has been shown already ; and it was neither more nor 
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less than what the term signifies, namely, that its 
words were God’s words. To quote him as teaching 
any other doctrine is simply to misquote and mis- 
represent him. However competent such criticism 
may be to deal with the Hebrew and Greek originals, 
it has proved itself utterly incompetent to interpret 
the theology of the Reformers. If we are to judge of 
its achievements in the former by its performances in 
the latter, our estimate of its qualifications will not be 
very high. He who cannot understand John Calvin, 
or the symbols of the Reformed Churches, may very 
likely fail to interpret Moses and the prophets, or to 
estimate at their true value the speculations of Jewish 
rabbis or German savants. 

The attempt of the New Apologetic to confirm its 
interpretation of our standards by reference to Calvin 
and the Reformed symbols is therefore a failure. Not 
one particle of evidence has been adduced which gives 
the slightest countenance to the doctrine that the 
Scriptures are inspired as to substance, but not as to 
form; while some of them teach expressly that the 
agency of the Spirit, whereby God constituted Himself 
the Author of the revelation, extended to the dictation 
of it. Passing, then, from this class of argument, let 
us examine arguments drawn from our own Standards. 

At the outset we are informed that our Confession, 
in harmony with the language of 2 Timothy ii. 16, 
and appreciating aright the force of the original word 
Ocomvevatos, or “breathed of God,” does not speak of 
the inspiration of the writers of Scripture. We are 





How the Scripture itself could have been inspired save 
through the inspiration of the writers, we. are not 
informed. Here it would seem as if extremes met, 
and the son of the free became partner in servitude 
with the son of the bond woman. If there ever was 
a mechanical theory of inspiration, it is surely this. 
If the Record was God-breathed, while the breath that 
breathed it did not inspire the human instruments 
through which it passed, it must follow that the writers 
acted as mere unconscious machines. Mechanical 
the theory is, above all that is called mechanical. 
How any one could think of accusing either the 
Reformed Confessions or the Scriptures with teaching 
such a theory of inspiration, is certainly hard to be 
imagined, seeing that both tell us that holy men of 
God spoke under the impelling power of the Holy 
Ghost. 

Nor is this representation simply untrue; it is 
manifestly suicidal. Surely if the Record was inspired, 
no part of it could have been marred by human 
infirmity. Ifthe statement means anything, it means 
that the writing was breathed directly by the Holy 
Ghost, apart from the conscious exercise of the faculties 
of the agents employed. In such case there is no room 
left for the assumption that any part of the Record 
differed from any other part in its relation to the 
inspiring agency. How, then, it may be asked, did the 
alleged discrepancies and errors creep in? Whatever 
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loophole may be left for them where the inspiration 
extended simply to the writer, there is none whatever 
where it passed through the writer without affecting 
him at all, or being affected by him, and revealed itself 
exclusively in the Record itself. It is difficult to treat 
such distinctions seriously. Of course, our Standards, in 
common with the Confessions of the Reformed Churches, 
speak of the Word as inspired ; but surely it is a most 
uncritical procedure to infer from such expressions 
that those who employed them intended thereby to 
deny that the inspired Record was written by inspired 
men. It is difficult to divine the object aimed at in 
such criticism; but it would seem to be the design of 
the critic to take the writer as much as possible out 
of the hand of the Spirit, in order to leave him free 
to commit those mistakes which, it is alleged, are to 
be found in the Record. .Whatever the design may be, 
such release of the writer from the Spirit’s influence 
is an indispensable condition of the theory. If such 
suspension of the inspiring agency did not occur there 
would be no ground for the theory which limits the 
Spirit’s influence to the recording of truths “necessary 
to salvation,” or such as “ touch faith and life.” As a 
matter of fact, the Westminster Divines recognise no 
such distinction; for they quote, as their warrant for 
rejecting the uninspired books of the Apocrypha, the 
words of Peter, that “ the prophecy came not in old time 
by the will of man; but holy men of God spake, 
moved by the Holy Ghost,’——a passage which can 
have no other meaning, in the estimate of those who 
B 


were inspired. 

While the theory lays claim to Confessional author- 
ity, it is remarkably sparing of its quotations from our 
Standards. As already intimated, it prefers to deal in 
vague, general references to Calvin, and to the other 
Reformed Confessions, in the petitio principii style. 
The general drift is: Our Standards teach the same 
doctrine as the Standards of the other Reformed 
Churches; but the Standards of the other Reformed 
Churches teach so and so; therefore our Standards 
teach so and so. What is the use of such circum- 
locution? Can it have any other effect than to create 
suspicion that the interpretation put upon our 
Confession cannot be justified by its own language ? 
But, however circumlocutory the mode of proof, the 
opponents of the New Apologetic are not under the 
necessity of rejecting it. They can accept the syllogism, 
to the utter confusion of those who have framed it. 
They can argue: Our Standards teach what the 
Standards of the other Reformed Churches teach ; but 
the Standards of the other Reformed Churches teach 
that the Scriptures are verbally inspired—some of 
them affirming, it is admitted, that the inspiration 
extended to the vowel points of the Hebrew text. 
With both the major and the minor admitted, the 
conclusion, even on this method of argumentation is 
inevitable, that our Standards teach exactly what the 
New Apologetic denies, namely, that the inspiration of 
Scripture extends to the words, But, turning from 





FRUGAL OF REFERENCE TO CONFESSIONAL TESTIMONY. 19 


this mode of reaching the clear and express, through 
the medium of the less explicit and the obscure—of 
finding out what our own Standards teach from what 
is taught in other people’s Standards—let us examine 
the passages quoted from the Westminster Divines, 
With the exception of a most unwarrantable reference 
to chapter xiv. section 2, the passages chiefly relied on 
are one clause of chapter i. section 1, and one clause 
of section 2 of the same chapter. Indeed, we are told 
that it is upon the former of these two clauses that 
our whole Confessional doctrine regarding Scripture 
rests. To these may be added one clause of chapter i. 
section 5, which speaks of the necessity of the 
testimony of the Holy Spirit, and a bracketed reference 
to section 4 of this same chapter. Here, then, is the 
whole Confessional basis of this pretentious theory. 
These sentences—or rather, fragments of sentences, 
for they are nothing but fragments—are the tiny, 
mimic Torres Vedras from which the New Apologetic 
moves forth to battle, and upon which it ever falls 
back when it is repulsed. The design of Scripture, it 
tells us, is to inform men of “things necessary to 
salvation,” and it is given “to be the rule of faith and 
life;” and our Standards affirm the infallible truth 
and Divine authority of only such portions of Scripture 
as “record” or “convey” this species of knowledge. 
To secure us against mistake in discriminating expres- 
sions which touch neither faith nor life, from those 
which concern salvation, provision is made in the 
inward work and testimony of the Holy Spirit. Here, 


and the summit, of this most unpresbyterian and un- 
scriptural theory of inspiration. 

On the first of these references it may be remarked, 
that when our Standards speak of “that knowledge of 
God and of His will which is necessary to salvation,” 
they are not distinguishing one part of Scripture from 
another, but distinguishing the light of Revelation from 
the light of nature. The latter is pronounced insuffi- 
cient, the former necessary to salvation. Such is the 
sole distinction made in this section; and, having 
made it, the Westminster divines proceed to say that 
it pleased the Lord “to commit the same wholly to 
writing, which maketh the Holy Scripture to be most 
necessary ; those former ways of God’s revealing His 
will unto His people being now ceased.” In this 
section, therefore, the twofold distinction insisted on 
by the new theory, between different parts of the 
record, and between the Word of God as spoken and 
the Word of God as written, is not only not indicated, 
but manifestly excluded. The section teaches expressly 
that the same revelation which was made. at sundry: 
times and'in divers manners to the ‘Church was after- 


wards wholly committed to writing, and pronounces 


the writing, without distinction of parts, Holy Scripture. 
Such are the sole distinctions made in this much-abused 
paragraph; and it must be manifest that it gives no 
countenance to the unsettling distinction of parts 


deduced from it by the New Apologetic. 
Stress is ] 


aid on the expression in Section 2 of 
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chapter 1, “to be the rule of faith and life” From 
this the inference is drawn that the Westminster 
divines intended thereby to limit their ascription of 
“infallible truth and divine authority ” to such portions 
of the Scripture as “touch faith and life.” This 
inference is drawn directly in the face of what our 
Standards affirm in the very same sentence. The 
sentence occurs immediately after the enumeration of 
the books contained under the name of Holy Scripture; 
and, referring to the books just named, the Westminster 
divines say, “All which are given by inspiration of 
God, to be the rule of faith and life.” If the question 
be asked, “ By whom, and by what means, were these 
books given?” the answer, of course, must be, “ By 
God Himself, through the medium of inspiration.” If 
the question be asked, “How many or how much of 
these books were so given?” the answer obviously is, 
“ They were all given, and all so given, and all of them 
in all their parts so given.” What is affirmed is this, 
that these books were all given by ‘inspiration; and 
the inference is, that without inspiration was not any 
book given that was given, or any part of any book. 
There is no more ground, under such a sweeping 
affirmation, for excluding any one chapter, or verse, 
or clause, of any one of the books named from the 
predicate, “given by inspiration,’ than there is for 
excluding the book itself with all its contents. If 
the question be, “For what purpose were these books 
given?” the answer is, “To be the rule of faith and 
life.” If the question be, “How many of them were 


the answer is, “The question is as invidious and 
irreverent as it is distracting and unsettling. They 
are all, with all their parts, ‘given by inspiration of 
God, and are all, with all their parts, ‘profitable for 
doctrine, for reproof, for correction, for instruction in 
righteousness: that the man of God may be perfect, 
throughly furnished unto all good works, whatever a 
self-sufficient criticism may affirm or insinuate.” If 
there be any reliance to be placed on the logical 
maxim that what is predicated of the whole is predi- 
cated of all its parts, it is impossible to put any other 
interpretation upon the universal proposition which 
affirms that all the books of Scripture are given by 
inspiration of God, than that the several parts of 
which these books consist were equally inspired. In 
saying that it is impossible to put any other interpre- 
tation upon this proposition, it is, of course, meant 
that it is logically impossible. It is only by setting 
logic, which is nothing else than common sense, at 
defiance, that any of the parts of a whole of which 
anything is predicated can be excluded from the 
predication, Zo say that all Scripture is given by 
inspiration of God to be a rule of faith and life; and 
to say that there are some parts of Scripture not so 
gwen, or not given for such a purpose, ts simply to 
affirm and deny the same thing in the same sentence. 
But the Confessional difficulties of the theory multi- 
ply as it progresses from section to section of our 
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Standards. According to the theory, only some parts 
of Scripture are of Divine authority, and therefore 
only some parts of it are infallibly true, and it is only 
to such parts that the Holy Spirit bears witness. 
Such is the doctrine of the theory, and in its support 
sections 4 and 5 are cited in brackets. Here, again, 
we have argument in the usual form of the New 
Apologetic—assertion without the slightest attempt at 
proof. Sections 4 and 5 speak of the Divine authority 
and infallible truth of “the Holy Scripture,” consisting 
of the books previously enumerated, to the exclusion 
of the books of the Apocrypha, on the ground of their 
lack of inspiration. On what authority, then, it may 
be asked, does. the theory introduce its distinctions, 
limiting the Divine authority to some parts of Scripture 
and excluding it from others, and thus avowedly 
divesting some parts of it of the attribute of infallibility ? 
On no authority of either section, for both treat of the 
Holy Scripture in its entirety, and without distinction 
of parts, and what they affirm of it they affirm of it 
as a whole; and nothing but sheer illogical wantonness 
or theoretical exigency, could prompt to such a 
distinction. 

The reference to section 5 demands special notice, 
because of what the theory carefully eschews. This 
section gives a summary of the arguments whereby 
Scripture abundantly evidences itself to be the Word 
of God. These are—1. The heavenliness of the 
matter; 2. The efficacy of the doctrine; 3. The majesty 
of the style; 4. The consent of all the parts; 5. The 


man’s salvation ; 7. The many incomparable excellences, 
and the entire perfection thereof. These, the West- 
minster divines say, are arguments whereby the 
Scripture doth abundantly. evidence itself to be the 
Word of God. But they add an eighth, namely, the 
inward work of the Holy Spirit, bearing witness by 
and with the Word in our hearts, as necessary to our 
full persuasion and assurance of the infallible truth 
and divine authority thereof. 

Now, it is not unreasonable to ask, Why does the 
New Apologetic so carefully avoid all reference to the 
first seven of these arguments, and quote the eighth 
alone? Surely in the investigation of the Confessional 
doctrine of Scripture it is a most singular procedure to 
pass, without notice, seven of the “arguments whereby 
it doth abundantly evidence itself to be the Word of 
God.” Perhaps the reason of the oversight will be 
more manifest on a closer inspection of the arguments 
omitted. It will be seen at once that while the 
reasons advanced do take cognisance of the matter and 
doctrine, or, in other words, of the “ substance,” they 
do not rest in these, as if they were the sum total of 
the objective proof. They go beyond the substance, 
and actually specify the “form” in which the 
“substance” has been cast; for they point to “the 
majesty of the style” of Scripture as one of the 
arguments which abundantly evidence the Scripture to 
be the Word of God. This fact sounds the death- 
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knell of theclaims of the New Apologetic to Confessional 
authority. If the style of Scripture prove that it is 
God’s Word, God must have had to do with the style; 
and as there is no true definition of style which does 
not embrace the conception of the selection and dis- 
position of the language employed, he must have so 
influenced the sacred writers as to determine both. 
In a word, the men who give the majesty of the style 
as an evidence of Divine authorship must have held 
the doctrine of plenary or verbal inspiration. 

Nor is it to be forgotten that the very desien of the 
arguments, as stated in the paragraph itself, is to prove 
that Scripture is the Word of God. Upon this one 
point they all bear. If the heavenliness of its matter, 
or the efficacy of its doctrine, or the majesty of its 
style, or the harmony of its parts, or its scope, or its 
disclosure of the way of salvation, or its entire 
perfection, be adduced in evidence, the object aimed at 
is, not simply to prove that the Scripture is from God, 
but to prove that it is God’s Word, and not the word 
of man. The heavenliness of the matter, and the 
efficacy of the doctrine, are not referred to in order to 
prove that the doctrine and matter are divine, but to 
prove that the Scripture in which they are revealed is 
divine. And so throughout the whole range of the 
evidence presented, in every instance the design of 
the reference is to prove the very thing the New 
Apologetic denies, namely, that Holy Scripture is indeed 
the very Word of God. This is the doctrine of the 
paragraph, and the Westminster Divines regarded the 


Spirit bearing witness by and with the truth in our 
hearts. 

The position given to the witness of the Holy Spirit 
shows that the authors of our Standards regarded it 
as of vital importance. In our interpretation of their 
language, however, we must keep in mind two things: 
1. That they regarded the first seven arguments as 
abundantly proving the Scripture to be the Word of 
God, apart altogether from any additional testimony ; 
2. That the witness of the Spirit, in their estimation, 
has for its object the full persuasion and assurance of 
God’s people of the infallible truth and Divine authority of 
the Word. ‘Their doctrine therefore is, that the first 
class of arguments are sufficient to leave men without 
excuse, if they do not apprehend in the Scripture 
evidence of its divine origin as Scripture; but that 
they are not sufficient, apart from the witness of the 
Holy Spirit, to inspire genuine faith in its divine 
authority and infallible truth. It is with the written 
Word as it was with the personal Word of God; in 
His personal words and works there was such a 
demonstration of His deity as to leave those who heard 
and saw Him without a cloak for their sin in rejecting 
Him; but notwithstanding this objective demonstration 
of His claims as the Son of God, none beheld His glory 
save those to whom that glory was revealed by the 
inner witness of the Holy Ghost. In either case, how- 
ever, both classes of testimony have reference to the 
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same thing. What Christ’s words and works abund- 
antly evidenced Him to be, is just what the Holy 
Ghost assured Peter and James and John that He 
was; and what the objective arguments, presented in 
the matter and form and scope and harmony and 
perfection of Scripture, prove it to be, namely, the 
Word of God—is just what the inward work of the 
Spirit persuades and assures His people that it is. 

In view-of these unquestionable facts, it is not to be 
wondered at that the New Apologetic gives this para- 
graph so little prominence in proof of its claims to 
Confessional authority. The theory and the paragraph 
are utterly irreconcilable. The one affirms what the 
other denies. While the theory limits the inspiration 
of Scripture to the “matter” and denies it of the 
“form,” the paragraph extends it to the “ style,’ which 
implies its extension to the words; and while the 
theory limits the evidence of inspiration to the witness 
of the Spirit, which is peculiar to the people of God, 
the paragraph enumerates seven other testimonies, 
which are common to all who read or hear the 
Scripture read, and are sufficient to leave all men and 
all theorists without excuse if they do not recognise 
the record as the very Word of God. 

As already intimated, appeal is made in support of 
this theory to chap. xiv. sec. 2 of the Confession, 
where the following language occurs :—“ By this faith 
a Christian believeth to be true whatsoever is revealed 
in the Word, for the authority of God speaking therein ; 
and acteth differently upon what each particular 


ing the promises of God, for this life and for that . 
which is to come. But the principal acts of saving 
faith are accepting, receiving, and resting upon Christ 
alone for justification, sanctification and eternal life, 
by virtue of the covenant of grace.” On this passage 
“The Word consists of God’s 
commands, threatenings and promises, addressed to 
our faith, and, above all, of the gospel offer of Christ to 
us. These and none other are the things which faith 
receives as infallibly true, and the Confession nowhere 
recognises an infallibility which is apprehended other- 
wise than by faith. It is, therefore, wholly illegitimate 
to refer to the Confession as settling any question as 
to the human form of the Bible, or as to possible 
human imperfections in the Scriptures in matters that 
are not of faith.” 





the apologist remarks 


On this Confessional reference and the accompany- 
ing inference, it may be remarked—1. That whatever 
it may fail to prove, it leaves no doubt whatever about 
the doctrine of Scripture which the theory demands. 
It teaches that there are several things in Scripture 
with which faith has nothing to do, and that there are, 
in the form in which the Revelation is given in the 
Bible, human imperfections. 2. It denies precisely 
what the Confession affirms, and what the Confession 
affirms in the passage quoted. The Confession says 
that saving faith believeth to be true whatsoever ts 
revealed im the Word. This the theory denies, because 
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it teaches that there are, outside what faith receives, 
a great many things which have not the authority or 
sanction of God, but are mere human imperfections. 
According to the Confession, faith receives whatsoever 
is revealed in the Word ; according to the theory, there 
are several things in the. Word which faith not only 
does not, but should not, receive. 3. The theory 
assumes that the universal expression, “ whatsoever is 
revealed in the Word,” does not embrace all that the 
Scriptures embrace. For this assumption there is not 
one particle of evidence adduced. Instead of evidence 
we have a canon of interpretation devised to help out 
the theory, namely, that “the Confession nowhere 
recognises an infallibility which is apprehended other- 
wise than by faith.” That is, saving faith is blind to 
everything in the Bible save what directly concerns 
salvation. A Christian by this faith believeth to be 
true only such things as appertain directly to the way 
of life. Under the operation of this sweeping canon 
our Bible, it is feared, would be vastly reduced in its 
dimensions.. It would rule out of the category of 
things which a Christian takes on faith the history of 
Creation, although the Scriptures say that it is “ through 
faith we understand that the worlds were framed by 
the Word of God.” Indeed, it would exclude from the 
sphere of faith every miraculous event ‘in the Sacred 
Record, with, perhaps, the exception of the incarnation 
and resurrection of Christ. The history of the Deluge, 


1 Which latter the St. Giles’ sermon says a man may not accept, and 
yet be a true Christian. 


children in the furnace, do not come under the head of 
commands or threatenings or promises, and certainly do 
not embrace “the Gospel offer of Christ to us,” and are 
therefore, if we are to adopt this new canon, to be re- 
garded as not constituting a part of the Word of God! 

If it be said these are recognised as part of the 
Word because of their relation to the history of redemp- 
tion, which is one unique whole, the answer is obvious : 
the advocates of this new canon are self-debarred from 
adopting this line of defence. The principle on which 
such passages are admitted as constituting integral, 
authoritative portions of the Word of God is subversive 
of this new canon, and will justify the recognition of 
every text and clause in the whole Bible; for every 
portion of the entire record not directly embraced under 
the categories enumerated in the Confession may be 
shown to be connected indirectly with one or other of 
them. The history of Jonah is the history of a com- 
mand, at first obeyed and eventually executed, and 
illustrates at once the goodness and the severity of 
God. It were no difficult task to show that the whole 
Bible, including its genealogical tables and its wars, 
is simply a development of the first promise, or a 
history of the two seeds between which that promise 
proclaims war. Are we to be told that the faith of a 
Christian man must discriminate among the incidents 
of this history, and regard some parts of it as not 
matters of faith, and not entitled to be regarded as 
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infallibly true? Is it not manifest that as soon as 
this new canon of this New Apologetic comes into use, 
the minds of men must suffer great distraction in the 
reading of the Scriptures? The question, then, will 
not be the simple one, “What does this Scripture 
say ?” but the soul-disturbing one, “Is this truly and 
properly a part of Scripture?” The Westminster 
Divines (Larger Catechism, q. 3) ask the question, 
“What is the Word of God?” and, in their childlike 
simplicity, answer, “The Holy Scriptures of the Old 
and New Testament are the Word of God, the only 
rule of faith and obedience,” and proceed to give the 
proofs already mentioned. Instead of this question, 
the New Apologetic asks, “ What parts of Scripture are 
the Word of God?” and in its all - discriminating, 
critical sagacity, answers, “ Only such portions as touch 
faith and life.” If it be asked, “ What about the other 
portions ?” the answer is, “ As they do not touch faith 
or life, faith does not receive them as infallibly true. 
If the additional question be raised, “To what category 
are such portions of the Bible to be relegated?” the 
answer given is, “ The Confession cannot be legitimately 
referred to as settling any question as to the human 
form of the Bible, or as to possible human imperfec- 
tions in the Scriptures in matters that are not of 
faith.” To all this the obvious answer is, The Con- 
fession and Catechisms settle every question here raised 
when, in answering the question, “ What is the Word 
of God?” they affirm that it is “the Holy Scriptures 
of the Old and New Testament.” 


found in the existence of errors and inaccuracies in the 
present text of the Old and New Testaments, which 
have been “ admitted by sound theologians from Luther 
and Calvin downwards.” This being so, it is argued 
that “we make the Confession self-contradictory if we 
declare it to be matter of faith, and indispensable to 
the character of the Bible as God’s Word, that it was 
originally written without the slightest human imperfec- 
tion, while we yet admit that the absence of errors from 
the Bible as we have it, is not matter of faith, and not 
indispensable for the defence of its divine character. 
Now, whatever force this argument may possess in a 
review, it is manifestly out of place in the interpreta- 
tion of the Westminster Standards. The Westminster 
Divines were perfectly aware of these alleged dis- 
crepancies, and, notwithstanding, did not feel under 
any necessity to modify the catholic doctrine of the 
plenary inspiration of the Sacred Scriptures. They have 
not left us to infer from such data what views they 
held on this subject. As we have already seen, they 
regarded the divine agency as extending to the language 
and style of the record. All this they affirm of the 
Hebrew and Greek originals, as “immediately inspired 
by God ;” and not only add that they, by the singular 
care and providence of God, have been kept pure in all 
ages, but quote in proof of this high claim the language 
of Christ Himself, that, “till heaven and earth pass, 
one jot or one tittle shall in no wise pass from the 
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law, till all be fulfilled.” The inspiration avowed is a 
verbal inspiration, and the purity they contend for, as 
preserved by the singular care and providence of God, 
is a textual purity, extending to the jot and tittle of 
the record. 

Such is the doctrine of our venerable Standards, 
against which this newly-imported apologetic has set 
its forces in array. Had its advocates called for a 
revision as a condition of further fellowship, their 
attitude might have secured for them a respectful 
hearing. Instead of this, however, they have flung to 
the breeze the old banner of Westminster, and pro- 
claimed themselves the rightful and only intelligent 
champions of the theology of the Reformed Churches! 
Determined, in their estimate of the Spirit’s agency, 
exclusively by a few trivial discrepancies not hitherto 
resolved, they have framed a theory of inspiration in 
palpable contradiction to the Confession of Faith, and 
yet claim for themselves liberty to teach it to the 
rising generation of Scotland’s ministry. We wait, but 
not in silence—which, under the circumstances, were 
criminal—the issue of the conflict. We wait, but 
our waiting is in hope. It cannot be that the Church 
which sacrificed her temporalities rather than surrender 
to Ceesar the crown rights of her King and Head, will 
permit a rationalistic criticism to divest the Scriptures 
of those divine attributes and prerogatives which 
entitle them to be regarded as the Word of God, and 
constitute them the sole rule of faith and practice, and 


the final standard of appeal. 
c 


CHAPTER II. 
RULES FOR DEALING WITH OBJECTIONS.’ 


yor eae WHATELY, in his Lessons on 

Christian Evidences, lays down a rule for deal- 
ing with objections, which no man of intelligence and 
candour will call in question :—“The right way of 
viewing objections, either against our religion or 
against anything else, is, first, that you should not 
begin by considering the objections to any statement 
or system before you are acquainted with the evidence 
in favour of it; and, secondly, that you should not 
think yourself bound to renounce your faith if you 
cannot answer every objection and clear up every 
difficulty that may be raised, but should remember 
that many things are believed, and must be believed, 
against which there are strong objections that have 
never been completely answered, when there are 
stronger objections against the opposite belief.” This 
rule needs no commendation. It commends itself, as 
soon as its terms are stated, to the mind of every 
honest inquirer after truth. 

Judged by this rule, the New Apologetic must be 


' The Address at the close of the session in the Assembly’s College, 
Belfast, April 1879, 
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condemned. It begins with objections to what it 
calls “the traditional view of inspiration,” and on the 
ground of these objections it holds that the traditional 
-view must be renounced. The traditionists must be 
excused if they decline this method of settling the 
point in dispute. They will deal with these objections 
just as they deal with objections against the traditional 
view of the atonement, or justification, or regeneration, 
or sanctification. They will insist upon it that no 
objection be entertained until the evidence for the 
doctrine be examined. And when they come to 
consider the objections, they will demand a strict 
observance of the second part of Whately’s rule. 
They will not abandon the traditional doctrine because 
there may be pointed out strong objections against it, 
so long as there are stronger objections against the 
opposite theory proposed as a substitute for it by the 
New Apologetic. If strong objections were a reason 
for an abandonment of the old, surely stronger objec- 
tions cannot be a sufficient reason for the adoption of 
the new. 

Nor is this all. The traditionists will call upon the 
advocates of the new theory to prove that it is taught 
in Scripture. They will not accept objections against 
the immemorial doctrine of the Church as arguments 
in support of the one proposed to supplant it. Grant- 
ing that the objections in question were fatal to the 
old doctrine, they will not concede that they are there- 
fore conclusive proof of the scriptural claims of the 
new. It is one thing to lay waste the old vineyard, 


the field is competent to achieve the desolation; but 
the skill and industry of the husbandman alone can 
repair the ruin. The adversary may lift up his axes 
and hammers against the carved work of the old house, 
and cast fire into the sanctuary, and lay it level with 
the ground; but this is a very different work from the 
construction of a substitute. The traditionists must 
have something beyond a mere negation before they 
will consent to give up the goodly house wherein their 
fathers worshipped, or accept in its stead the rude 
“substance” of a future building, constructed after the 
ideal of the ancient chaos, without “form,” and void. 

That the traditionists are not altogether unreason- 
able in making these demands would seem to have 
been felt by the New Apologetic. The following con- 
cession is made :—“In truth, the confidence with 
which men propose to cut short all critical inquiry 
into the composition of the Pentateuch on mere 
grounds of & priori probability as to the manner of 
God’s revelation, would be impossible, but for the fact 
that the difficulties of the critical theory lie on the 
surface, while the difficulties of the current view are 
apparent in their full force only when the Pentateuch 
is read with minute attention.”—Additional Answer to 
the Lrbel, p. 15. 

This confession is worthy of note. It is admitted 
that the critical theory (that is, the theory of this 
particular school of criticism) has its difficulties, and 
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that those difficulties lie on the surface of the Sacred 
Record. This is a grave concession; for if it be true 
—-and it is unquestionably true—it must follow that 
the critical theory is not only not taught in Scripture, 
but condemned therein. What would become of the 
doctrine of the atonement, or justification or the Deity 
of Christ, if we were compelled to make a like con- 
fession respecting them? If Christian men were 
forced to confess that the difficulties of these doctrines 
lie on the surface of the revelation which an infinitely 
wise God has given, not to the wise and prudent, but 
to babes, not to the mighty or noble, but to the foolish 
and weak, and base, and despised, they might well 
feel ashamed to call upon men to believe them. Will 
the advocates of the New Apologetic point out any 
doctrine in the whole analogy of the faith, of which it 
must be confessed that there are difficulties in the way 
of its acceptance which le on the surface, and all over 
the surface of the Word of God? To make this con- 
fession respecting any doctrine is simply to confess 
that it is not taught in the Bible, and to confess that, 
so far as the Scriptures can determine its claims, it is 
condemned. 

Now, there would seem to be no way in which this 
argument from the analogy of the faith can be met, 
except by showing that the doctrine of Scripture 
respecting its own origin, and composition and rela- 
tion to the agency of the Holy Ghost, is an exception 
to the rule observed by God in the communication of 
His will on all other subjects. In order that the 
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briefly as possible, what the Scriptures teach on this 
subject. This mode of procedure is in harmony with 
the rule laid down at the outset, as it begins with the 
evidence on which the traditional doctrine rests. For 
convenience’ sake, and in the interest of order, it is 
best to observe the old division, and ascertain what the 
New Testament says about the inspiration of the Old, 
keeping before us the question, whether it is said to 
be inspired as to “substance” or as to “form.” The 
testimony entitled to be placed in the foreground is 
the testimony of the Logos Himself. 

In His Sermon on the Mount our Saviour utters 
this remarkable testimony: “Think not that I am 
come to destroy the law or the prophets: I am not 
come to destroy, but to fulfil. For verily (Amen) I 
say unto you, Till heaven and earth pass, one jot or 
one tittle shall in no wise pass from the law, till all 
be fulfilled” Here is a form of testimony bordering 
very closely upon an oath. It is given by the Amen, 
the faithful and true Witness, and it covers the point 
in dispute. Christ affirms the indestructibility of the 
law; and the question is, of what is this absolute 
indestructibility affirmed—of the “substance” or of 
the “form?” The terms employed render the former 
interpretation exceedingly unlikely, while they are in 
entire harmony with the latter. The “ot,” or “yod,” 
is the smallest of all the letters in the Hebrew alpha- 
bet ; and Christ gives His own Amen as the guarantee 
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that, as a part of the Sacred Text, it is imperishable. 
“You have,” says Lightfoot, “an example of the 
eternal duration of this very little letter ‘yod, in 
Deuteronomy xxxii. 18, where in the word teshi (wn) 
it is written even less than itself, and yet stands 
immortal in that its diminutive state unto this very 
day, and so shall for ever.” Thus wrote Lightfoot, on 
the calends of June 1658, of the scrupulous care with 
which the smallest letters of the Sacred Text had been 
guarded ; and after two centuries, and after so many 
editions of the Hebrew text, this little “yod” in this 
diminutive form still retains its place in the Sacred 
Text. Its size is noted in the margin; but no hand 
has dared to add a hair’s-breadth to its length. The 
“ tettle” (keraia)—that is, horn—denotes a character- 
istic by which letters closely resembling one another 
are distinguished. The instances given in illustration 
by Origen are 3 and 2—kaph and béth, the latter 
being distinguished from the former by nothing save a 
short projection or horn, arising from the extension of 
the base-line beyond the upright one which rests on it. 

One of the examples adduced by Lightfoot may 
suffice as an illustration of the effect which a very 
slight change in the “form” of a Hebrew letter might 
have upon the “substance” of the revelation. The 
two verbs (5$n) Chalal and (5$n) Halal differ from each 
other only in their first radicals; and the difference 
consists simply in a break in the left limb of the one, 
while the corresponding limb of the other is continuous. 
The difference may seem too trifling to merit notice, 


but the (n) Cheth be changed into a (nm) Hé in the 
sentence, “Thou shalt not profane the name of thy 
God” (Lev. xviii. 21), and the sentence itself will be 
changed into, “Thou shalt not praise the name of thy 
God.” 

It is surely not too much to assume that in this 
instance, at least, the integrity of the “form” and the 
security of the “substance,” are indissolubly bound up 
together; and that whatever affects the former, even 
though it were but to the change of a letter, must 
imperil the latter. Let but an opening be made in 
the left limb of the one letter (n), Cheth, transforming 
it into a (nm) Hé, and through the aperture, however 
small, the entire “substance” of the divine prohibi- 
tion in the passage cited will of necessity be evacu- 
ated, and its place be occupied by the “substance ” 
and “form” of an antagonistic command. The so- 
called “higher criticism” may think it evidence of 
bigotry and narrow-mindedness to contend so rigidly 
for letters and fragments of letters; but no one, who 
will consider how closely the letters of the Sacred 
Text are allied to its sacred treasury of truth, will 
unite with them in any such superficial literary 
verdict. It is true that the bottles are not the 
wine, but if the bottles perish, the wine is sure to 
be spilled. The New Apologetic may regard it as 
evidence of an enlightened age and of a liberalising 
scholarship to treat as a matter of indifference the 
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“form” through which the Revelation has been com- 
municated ; but such was not our Saviour’s estimate 
of the chosen vessels through which the water of life 
and the wine of salvation have been communicated to 
a perishing world. On any fair interpretation of 
Christ’s language, He must be regarded as asserting 
the necessity of the “form” to the preservation of the 
“substance ;” and those, who in contending for an 
inspiration which extended to the “form,” are simply 
contending for a doctrine enunciated by the Eternal 
Word Himself, can afford to bear without complaint 
the charge of narrow-mindedness. 

As the guarantee of the indestructibleness of the 
“form,” we have the word of its Author; while, in 
proof of its perishableness, we have simply a small 
array of various readings, discrepancies, etc., among 
which no critic can ‘prove that the original “form ” 
may not exist. That is, we have on one side the 
word of the unchangeable Jehovah; while there is 
nothing against us save an illogical inference of an 
ever-shifting criticism—an inference as destitute of 
warrant as if one were to argue from a diversity of 
readings in different copies of a form of contract, that, 
as a matter of necessity, the words of the original 
instrument had absolutely perished from all copies! 
This illustration, though conclusive against the pre- 
tensions of the New Apologetic, falls far short of what 
the case warrants; for no writing, of purely human 
origin, can claim, as the guarantee of its imperishable- 
ness, the pledged word of Christ himself. It won't do 


reading has perished; and this it cannot do. 

The next testimony of our Saviour, to which atten- 
tion is invited, occurs in a conversation held with the 
Jews (John x. 84-36), in which He vindicates Him- 
self against the charge of blasphemy preferred against 
Him because He had called Himself the Son of God. 
In reply, He asks, “Is it not written in your law, I 
said, Ye are gods? If He called them gods, to whom 
the word of God came, and the Scripture cannot be 
broken [Greek, dissolved, loosened, broken up]; say 
ye of Him, whom the Father hath sanctified, and sent 
into the world, Thou blasphemest; because I said, I 
am the Son of God ?” 

Now, it is to be observed that our Saviour does not 
here single out a portion of Scripture, and affirm, on 
His own authority, its indestructibleness. He does 
not say, “Here is a sentence of the Word of God 
which cannot be broken.” On the contrary, He 
stakes the indestructibleness of the sentence upon 
the indestructibleness of the Record of which it forms 
a part. Formally stated, His argument is: The 
Scripture cannot be broken: this expression, “I said, 
Ye are gods,” is a part of Scripture, being written in 
the law; therefore this expression cannot be broken. 
That is, He argues the unbreakableness of the clause 
from the unbreakableness, not only of the law, but 
of all that the Jews recognised as Scripture. The 
Eternal Logos condescends to reason with His adver- 
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saries, and such is the form of His argument. His 
major premiss is drawn from the indestructibleness of 
the entire Sacred Record; and His minor is, that the 
passage He appeals to is found on record there. His 
major covers the entire volume, and assumes its 
absolute inviolability ; and His minor simply assumes 
that the clause in question is a part of that inviol- 
able book. With Christ, therefore, the claim of any 
sentence or clause to absolute infallibility is established 
as soon as it is shown to be a portion of the Sacred 
Text. He who calls the authority of any sentence in 
question is, therefore, bound to show one of two things 
——either that the sentence is not a part of the Record, 
or that the Record itself is not infallible in its “ form.” 
Now, in the pathway of any attempt to strip the 
“form” of the Record of the attribute of infallibility, 
les the very principle upon which our Saviour’s argu- 
ment proceeds in the case before us. The entire 
force of His argument turns upon the fact, that a 
certain expression is found in the law. The assump- 
tion of course is, that the infallibility affirmed of the 
entire Scripture, extends to this particular expression. 
Apart from this assumption, there is no warrant to 
employ it in the argument. It is because the Scrip- 
ture has employed these words, that Christ assumes 
their infallibility, and argues from them. In a word, the 
infallibility of the “form” is essential to His argument 
regarding the infallibility of the clause He quotes. 
Thus far attention has been called simply to the 
form of our Saviour’s argument. We must not, how- 





clause; but, brief as it is, the force of it in the 
argument turns upon the fact that it contains the 
one word “gods” (elohim).. If the clause had not 
contained that one word elohim, our Lord could not 
have used it in His vindication; and if He was not 
sure the report in which He found it was “a verbal 
report,” however suited to His purpose, because of its 
“form,” it may have been, He could not have based 
His argument upon it. This must be manifest ; for 
the Jews, availing themselves proleptically of a 
formula furnished by the New Apologetic, and em- 
ployed by them in like critical emergencies, might 
have replied, “ As we cannot be sure that we have a 
verbal report” of what God said, “ individual expres- 
sions ought not to be pressed.” If ever inference 
were warranted from principle or premiss, we are 
warranted in concluding from this defence that, in 
the estimate of our Lord, the entire record recognised 
by Himself and the Jews of His day as Scripture was 
infallible, and therefore inspired to the smallest clause, 
He who denies this does thereby question the legiti- 
macy of the reference, and the validity of the vindica- 
tion; and, if he carry out his own principles, must 
whines come to the conclusion reached by Spinoza 
in such cases, that Christ was simply taking the Jews 
on their own principles. 

But we have not as yet exhausted the argument 
which this passage furnishes against the New Apolo- 
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getic. In replying to the question, Why are the 
Scriptures received as the Word of God, the only 
rule of faith and life? the answer is given, “ Because 
the Bible is the only record of the redeeming love of 
God ; because in the Bible alone I find God drawing 
near to man in Christ Jesus, and declaring to us, in 
Him, His will for our salvation. And this record I 
know to be true by the witness of His Spirit in my 
heart, whereby I am assured that none other than God 
himself is able to speak such words to my soul.”— 
Answer to the Form of Libel, p. 21. This is the 
common form of representation regarding this point 
adopted by this school. “The only inspiration worth 
contending for,’ says another writer, “is the ability to 
see and represent truly a revelation of God. I do not 
believe what Paul says because I first believe him to 
be inspired ; but I believe him to be inspired because 
he brings light to my spirit, which can only have pro- 
ceeded from God.”—Revelation and Inspiration, p. 17. 

It can hardly be necessary to point out what must 
be patent to all, that, on the principle here avowed, 
all sermons, by whomsoever written or uttered, which 
bring light to one’s spirit or reveal the redeeming love 
of God, must be inspired. It is true that in the 
former of the two passages the character of the words 
contained in the Bible is singled out as one of the 
marks to which the Spirit bears witness; but it is 
equally true that the new theory cannot accept as © 
evidence of inspiration the character of the language 
of Scripture. This were simply to abandon the posi- 


pressly repudiated the idea that the witness of the 
Spirit attaches “itself to the outward characters of 
the record,” and teaches that even in the ease of the 
“substance,” this witness, whereby alone we know the 
Bible to be the Word of God, has reference to “the 
spiritual doctrine, the revelation of God himself, which 
is the ‘substance’ of the record.” 

It is manifest, then, that the method of proof 
adopted by this new school is not Christ’s method. 
Their thoughts, as apologists, are not His th oughts, 
neither are their ways His ways. Had the men of 
the New Apologetic been present when He argued 
the infallibility of the expression, “I said, Ye are 
gods,” from the fact that it was written in the law, 
they would have called in question the validity of the 
argument. They would have replied—*The clause 
adduced, no matter where or by whom written, can- 
not be inspired; for it brings no light to our spirit, 
and its ‘substance’ is not one of those spiritual truths 
to which alone the Spirit sets His seal.” A clause 
like this, containing no trace of God’s redeeming love 
to men, and unattested by any subjective witness of 
the Spirit, as on the theory such a clause must be, 


cannot meet the requirements of such criticism, and 
cannot establish its claims to infallibility. With 
Christ, however, it was sufficient proof of the infal- 
libility of any sentence or word, whatever its sub- 
Stance might be, that it was written in the law, or 
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that it formed a constituent element of Scripture. 
Even though the sentence were a lying utterance of 
Satan, or a blasphemous expression of a wicked man, 
we have, as the guarantee that it was uttered, the 
infallibility of the Sacred Record in which it has been 
recorded by men moved thereto by the Holy Ghost, 
and not by ultroneous, self-constituted scribes. Here 
we have reached one of the points where two ways 
meet, and there is no alternative left the servants of 
Christ but to follow Him and leave the New Apolo- 
getic to tread its own devious path. 

To this line of argument the only possible reply is 
one which the New Apologetic will not adopt. They 
will not claim for the verifying faculty, as Matthew 
Arnold does, the right to sit in judgment upon the 
claims of both Christ and the Bible. They may, 
however, say, that they have to deal with men who 
take this position, and that they cannot confront them 
on the basis of the traditional theory. Opponents of 
this class say, You prove the Scripture to be inspired 
to the smallest clause and to the very words by 
adducing the testimony of Christ; and you establish 
the authority of Christ by falling back upon the testi- 
mony of Scripture. Your reasoning is circular, and 
your argument vicious. 

Accepting this statement of this radical and ultimate 
question, the reply is obvious. The reasoning is not 
circular, nor is the argument vicious. Take as an 
illustration the case of an exceedingly complex lock 
with manifold intricate wards, and the claims of a 


rival claimants. The keys are applied, and the com- 
petition ends in the establishing of the claims of the 
one key against all its rivals. The wards of the lock 
have borne testimony to the claims of the key, and 
upon this testimony its right to recognition depended. 
But from the moment its claims have been established, 
it becomes entitled to take its place as a witness to 
the claims of the lock against all competitors. As no 
other key could be found to fit the complex-warded 
lock, so no other lock can be found to fit this complex- 
webbed key. The lock is the Old Testament, and 
Jesus of Nazareth is the key. Jesus of Nazareth was 
content to be tested by the prophecies that went 
before, and the result of the ordeal was the establish- 
ment of His claims to be the predicted Messiah. The 
complex system of prophecies, rendering collusion or 
counterfeit impossible, is the proof of the validity of 
His Messianic claims; but He in whose birth and life 
and death and resurrection such marvellous prophecies 
met their fulfilment, became, from the hour in which 
His claims were established, a witness to the divine 
authority and infallible truth of the Sacred Record in 
which these prophecies are found. “The volume of 
the book” in which He is described so many hundreds 
of years before His appearing must be from God, and 
‘His testimony concerning it must be accepted as final. 
If He says, as we have already seen He does, that: the 
Sacred Record, recognised by the Jews 
Scripture, was infallible to the very cla 


of His day as 
uses and words 





WRONG AS TO SUBSTANCE OF SCRIPTURE. 49 


of its contents, we have no alternative, if we regard 
His Messiahship as established, but to hold with Him 
and reject the New Apologetic. This is no conclusion 
reached through a process of circular reasoning, It is 
simply saying, that He to whom Moses and the Prophets 
bear witness, and whose Spirit inspired the sacred 
writers, is entitled to testify how far the agency of His 
own Spirit extended, and how far the Revelation He 
has given is to be trusted. 

And as the New Apologetic is out of harmony with 
the teaching of our Lord regarding the “form” or 
language, so is it out of harmony with His teaching in 
regard to what constitutes the “ substance ” of Scripture. 
As we have already seen, the doctrine avowed is, that 
the “substance” of the Record with which inspiration 
is concerned, consists of “ spiritual truths,” those truths 
“ which touch faith and life,” and “which are necessary 
to salvation.” ‘These, and none other,’ we are told, 
“are the things which fact receives as infallibly true, 
and the Confession nowhere recognises an infallibility 
which is apprehended otherwise than by faith. It is 
therefore wholly illegitimate to refer to the Confession 
as settling any question as to the human form of the 
Bible, or as to possible human imperfections in the 
Scriptures in matters that are not of faith.”’—Answer 
to the Form of Libel, pp. 26,:27. Such limitation of 
the substance of the Record, and of the portions of it 
of which faith takes cognizance, is surely condemned 
by the testimonies already adduced. If the Scripture 
—the writings which went by that name in the time 
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Revealer Himself, accept the entire Record as infallibly 
true in all its words and clauses, whatever the sub- 
stance may be. The leader of this school is fond of 
syllogisms, and cannot object to this method of dealing 
with the question he has raised touching the objective 
reference of faith. 

Major: Faith receives whatever Christ says on any 
subject. 

Minor: Christ says that no word or clause of the 
Old Testament can be broken. 

Conclusion: Faith receives the entire Old Testament - 
as infallibly true. 

In other words, no one who accepts the testimony of 
Christ in regard to the Old Testament can accept the 
doctrine that any portion of it lies outside the pro- 
vince of faith. 

Nor is this a strained inference from a few statements 
of our Lord. The statements render the inference un- 
challengeable; but, besides, we have the unquestionable 
fact that, in His references to the Old Testament, He 
assumed the infallibility of all classes of its narrations. 
The story of the Flood, the destruction of Sodom and 
Gomorrah, the sustenance of the people with manna in 
the wilderness, the healing of those who were bitten 
by serpents, by the lifting up of a Serpent of brass, 

‘and even that narrative over which sceptics make 
themselves merry—of Jonah being three days and 
three nights in the belly of a whale—are all referred 
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to with the calm assurance that they are infallibly 
true. If any man thinks that these historical incidents, 
or, as Spinoza would style them, res historiarum, are 
things of which he may dispose, as the sailors disposed of 
Jonah, and still be entitled to recognition as one who 
believes that the Old Testament is the Word of God, 
in the sense in which our Saviour received it, he must 
have access to logical formule of which the Church 
has hitherto been happily in profound ignorance. 

In harmony with all that has been stated already, 
is the testimony of the apostles. Certainly the 
Apostle Paul regarded the inspiration of the Old 
Testament writers as extending to the “form” of the 
Record. In his Epistle to the Galatians (chap. iii. 16), 
he proves that the covenant of redemption was made 
with Christ, by an argument whose legitimacy depends 
upon the distinction between the singular and the 
plural of a noun, “Now to Abraham and his seed 
were the promises made. He saith not, And to seeds, 
as of many; but as of one, And to thy seed, which is 
Christ.” The whole warrant of the apostle’s argument 
is found in the fact that He who made the promise 
(Gen. xvii. 7, 19) used the singular, seed, and not the 
plural, seeds. Is it not obvious that the apostle 
proceeds upon the assumption that the distinction in 
question was of divine authority? This, however, is 
simply saying that the “form” in which the promise 
was made to Abraham was determined of the Holy 
Ghost, and that His inspiring agency extended to the 
words and letters of the entire Record in which it was 


warranted in this generalisation. Our warrant is to 
be found in the distinction already specified, on which 
the apostle’s argument, is built, and in the testimony 
which, by implication, the reference bears to the in- 
fallibility of the whole book in which the promise is 
found. The apostle evidently takes it for granted 
that the Galatians regarded the whole history of 
Abraham, from which he quoted, as infallibly true, for 
he appeals to its language as the ultimate authority, 
and uses the premises furnished by it as sources of 
argument, which none of the churches in Galatia 
would call in question. He could not have quoted 
words from a Record, and proceeded to argue, aS a 
matter of course, from them as conclusive proof of 
his doctrine, if those he was addressing had not been 
accustomed to look upon all the words of that Record, 
without distinction, as possessing Divine authority. 
He quotes, in this and other epistles, as freely from 
one section of the story of the illustrious patriarch as 
from another, and argues, throughout, from the passages 
cited, as of equal authority, and in every instance the 
validity of his argument depends upon the Divine 
authority and infallibility of the language employed 
in the original narrative. With Paul, therefore, as with 
Christ, the final standard of appeal was the language of 
the Sacred Volume. As Christ argued from its words, 
so did His servant, the great Apostle of the Gentiles, 
Both held, in opposition to the New Apologetic, that 
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the Holy Spirit was the Author of the “form” into 
which the Old Testament revelation had been cast. 
And what this apostle held respecting the history 
of Abraham, he held in regard to the entire Old 
Testament. Writing to his son Timothy (2 Tim. 
iii, 16), he affirms that all. Scripture is given by 
inspiration of God; and gives this as the reason why 
it is “able to make wise unto salvation,” and why it 
is “profitable for doctrine, for reproof, for correction, 
for instruction in righteousness.” The Scripture of 
which this is affirmed is the Old Testament; for it is 
described in the context as the Holy Scriptures (ra 
lepa& ypaupata), which Timothy had known from his 
childhood, through the instruction of his mother and 
grandmother—much safer professors than sceptical 
German critics. Now, assuming that Oecomvevetos is 
a predicate, and not apart of the subject, the force of 
the argument from this passage depends upon two 
things ——the comprehension of the expression “all 
Scripture” (7aca ypady), and the import of the word 
Ocomvevoros, rendered in our version, “given by in- 
-spiration of God.” If waca ypady means the entire 
Old Testament, and Oeomvevotos means “ breathed of 
God,” as even the New Apologetic teaches, then it must 
be true that the entire Old Testament is “breathed 
of God.” The only possible question remaining for 
settlement between the traditionists and the new 
theorists is, whether it was breathed in “substance” 
or in “form?” It must be obvious that the difficulty 
of the new theory, as the chief theorist himself has 


“breathed of God,” the thing breathed is what “lies 
on the surface.” . The New Apologetic has enhanced 
its own difficulty here, and cut off every avenue 
through which it could have had any possible outlet, 
by insisting upon it that “it is Scripture itself that is 
inspired,” or “breathed of God,” and that the inspira- 
tion is not “the inspiration of the writers of Scripture.” 
—Answer to the Form of Libel, p. 19. The advocates 
of the new theory have, by this exegesis, been delivered 
over to execution. After this limitation of inspiration 
to the Scripture itself, there is nothing left to dispute 


ois but another 


about. As the Scripture, or writing, 


word for the “form” to which the Revelation has been 
committed, the expression, “inspiration of Scripture 
itself,” must mean inspiration as to “form.” The 
doctrine of the apostle, therefore, is that the Old 
Testament Scriptures, without exception or distinction, 
known to Timothy and himself, were writings “breathed 
of God,’—that is, writings executed by men moved 
by the Holy Ghost, even as a man is moved in writing 
by his own spirit. Surely there is no possibility of 
reconciling this apostolic doctrine of inspiration with 
that which excludes it from “the outward characters 
of the Record,” and restricts it to the substance of 
what is written. What is this but to withdraw the 
writing or Scripture from the agency of the Spirit 
altogether? And what is this, again, but to deny 
what the apostle affirms ? 
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To the same effect is the testimony of the Apostle 
Peter. In his Second Epistle, chapter i. 20, 21, 
speaking of the testimony borne to Christ by a voice 
from the excellent glory at the time of the transfigura- 
tion,—a testimony which was sufficient to prove that 
the apostles had not followed cunningly devised fables 
when they made known the power and coming of our 
Lord Jesus Christ,—he immediately refers in proof to 
the word of prophecy as “more sure.” Having given 
the prophetic word this high place, he assigns a reason 
for his estimate of it; and the reason is, “That no 
prophecy of the Scripture is of any private interpreta- © 
tion. For prophecy came not at any time by the will 
of man: but holy men of (from) God spake moved by 
the Holy Ghost.” 

Now, when all due allowance is made for diversity 
of opinion respecting the force of the comparison 
which the apostle here institutes between the testi- 
mony furnished to Christ’s majesty and glory by the 
transfiguration and its august accompaniments, and 
that furnished by the prophetic word recorded in the 
Scripture, it must be admitted that the apostle does 
not place the word spoken, even when uttered by the 
voice of God himself, above the word written. No 
one will regard this as a strained exegesis, or consider 
this estimate of the outcome of the comparison as 
exceeding what is warranted by its terms. But if 
this be a fair representation of the apostle’s view of 
the written word as compared with the Word of God 
spoken, what are we to say about the comparison 


the Reformed Churches), between “the Word of God 
as it was first spoken by revelation and the Scripture 
in which that word was afterwards recorded ?”— 
Answer to the Form of Libel, p. 24. Such a distine- 
tion was, it is manifest, unknown to the apostle Peter. 
If in this passage he has not exalted the prophetic 
word recorded in Scripture above an audible voice 
from the excellent glory, he has certainly not placed 
the personal testimony of the Father, thus borne, 
above the “more sure word of prophecy.” 

But passing from this point, of which sufficient 
notice has been taken already, attention is asked to 
the apostle’s view of the origin and authorship of re- 
corded prophecy. This comes out in the reason he 
assigns for the comparison of the “more sure word ” 
with the voice he heard on the Mount. It is needless 
to say that the “more sure word” of which he 
testifies is the written Word of God, for he is speaking 
of the prophecy of Scripture, Avoiding all that may 
be regarded as at all debatable, it may be fairly 
assumed that the apostle bases the high claims 
advanced on behalf of this “more sure word” upon 
two things:—1, That though it came by man, it was 
not of man, but of the Holy Ghost. 2. That in em- 
ploying human agency, the Holy Ghost took charge of 
the will and the utterances of the agent. 

Now, if this be the way in which prophecy “ came,” 
it is clear that the “ utcungue-ad-nos-deferatur” theory, 


- 
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charged, as we have seen, most unwarrantably upon 
Calvin, could with as little warrant be laid to the 
account of this apostle. The New Apologetic says, 
“Tts certainty ” (the certainty of God’s Word) “lies 
in its substance, not in the way in which it ‘comes’ to 
us.” —Answer to the Form of Libel, p. 25. The apostle 
says exactly the opposite, and affirms that its certainty 
arises from the fact that it “came” in a particular 
way not by the will of man, but by an action of the 
Holy Ghost upon the human instruments which 
determined their wills and their words. According to 
any fair construction or interpretation, the passage 
teaches that the agency of the Spirit of God, upon 
which the certainty depended, was such as to determine 
the volitions and utterances of the men employed to 
communicate the “more sure word of prophecy,” which 
the apostle testifies was possessed by the Church when 
he wrote this Epistle. As an agency determining the 
volitions and words of those through whom the “more 
sure word of prophecy” “ 
agency determining the “form” of the revelation, it 


came,” is, necessarily, an 


follows, as a matter of course, that the theory of inspira- 
tion as to “substance,” but not as to “form,” is con- 
demned by this testimony. 

Such is the doctrine of inspiration taught in this 
passage, and the language employed proves that it was 
the view of Old Testament prophecy held by all those 
to whom the apostle wrote. He does not proclaim it 
as a new doctrine, or claim for it acceptance on his 
own authority; but assumes that they “knew” it, and 


s 


precious faith with him, held very different views of 
the way in which the “more sure word of prophecy ” 
came to be so sure, from those which are at present 
current among the advocates of the New Apologetic. 

Equally decisive on the point at issue is the 
language of this same apostle in his First Epistle, 
chapter i. 10-12: “Of which salvation the prophets 
have enquired, and searched diligently, who prophesied 
of the grace that should come unto you: searching 
what, or what manner of time the Spirit of Christ 
which was in them did signify, when it testified 
beforehand the sufferings of Christ, and the glory that 
should follow. Unto whom it was revealed, that not 
unto themselves, but unto us they did minister the 
things, which are now reported unto you by them that 
have preached the Gospel unto you with the Holy 
Ghost sent down from heaven; which things the 
angels desire to look into.” 

This testimony seals the doom of the New Apolo- 
getic. No one who believes this Apostle can hold 
that the men who “testified beforehand the sufferings 
of Christ, and the glory that should follow,” were 
simply put in possession of the “substance” of what 
they were commissioned to testify. The tidings they 
were employed by the Spirit to reveal were the 
tidings of salvation through a suffering and glorified 
Saviour, and of this salvation and its times they 
searched and inquired diligently without making full 
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discovery of their import. The answer returned to 
their inquiries was, that they were not ministering to 
themselves but to us. This is all one with saying, 
that it was not for them to know “the times or the 
seasons which the Father hath put in His own power,” 
or for the prophets, or the church of their day, to 
understand the mysteries of the Messiah’s sufferings 
and glory. If this be what this apostolic testimony 
teaches, is it not manifest that the men who were em- 
ployed as the organs of this testimony of the Spirit 
could not have ministered it to us without having been 
put in possession of the “form” in which they were to 
transmit it? For example, how could Isaiah have 
written the fifty-third chapter of his prophecies if the 
Spirit had furnished him with nothing beyond the 
“substance” of it? If we are to give credit to the 
apostle, Isaiah did not know the import of what he 
was commissioned to communicate to us. How, then, 
could one entrusted with such a message to posterity 
—a message, let it be observed, which the Spirit 
refused to explain to him—throw it into the “form ” 
in which it stands in those immortal verses of that 
wondrous chapter? Let us try to form a conception 
of the task which, according to the new theory, Isaiah 
was called to execute. He was asked to give a sketch 
of the personal appearance of the Messiah, to predict 
the treatment He should receive at the hands of the 
Jews, to testify beforehand the substitutionary and 
sacrificial character of His sufferings, to tell of His 
death and burial, and of the fruit which, without fail, 


could the prophet execute this task with nothing but 
the “substance ” furnished to his hand ? 

An illustration may help us in our attempt to 
estimate the magnitude of this task assigned the 
prophet by the Spirit. Take, as a parallel, the case 
of an artist who is asked to execute a “bust” of one 
he had never seen, and of whose appearance the per- 
son giving the order will, of set purpose, give him no 
information ; and who, having adopted the principles 
of the New Apologetic, declines giving him anything 
save a block of marble, or a barrel of alabaster. 
Indeed the illustration comes far short of the profound 
difficulties of the task imposed upon the prophet ; for 
he is to give a sketch of One who is not to come on 
the theatre of existence, in human form, for more than 
seven hundred years, and must furnish an outline of 
His history, embracing an account of His official 
relations, death and final triumph. On the theory of 
inspiration as to “substance,” the task assigned the 
prophet had never been executed. 

To this statement of the case there is only one 
reply possible. It may be said that the parallel 
as drawn leaves out of view the fact that there was 
a revelation on the points in question made to the 
prophet. This is all that can be said, or even 
imagined; and yet, what does it amount to? If it 
means anything, it means the abandonment of the 
theory; for if the revelation put the prophet in 
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possession, not merely of a “substance’ but of a 
“form” (and this is what is assumed in this reply), 
then it is conceded that even the Spirit of God is 
under the necessity of using “forms ” in the communi- 
cation of truth to men. But if the Holy Spirit needed 
a “form” in communicating the mysteries referred to, 
is it too much to claim that Isaiah needed a “ form ” 
in order to communicate these same mysteries to us ? 
But it may be said the advocates of the New 
Apologetic do not deny that the sacred writers used, 
and needed to use, “forms” in the communication of 
truths; but what they deny is, that the “forms” 
employed by them were determined by inspiration. 
Now to this the reply is at hand. 1. As already 
seen, the “form” in which they received the revela- 
tion was a “form” determined by the Holy Ghost. 
2. This “form” must ‘have been regarded by them as 
not only the most suitable, but as possessing the 
highest of all sanctions. 3. Their ignorance of the 
mysteries couched under this sacred “form ”—an 
ignorance which the Spirit refused to enlighten—must 
have utterly disqualified them for framing a substi- 
tute. 4. As they were under the power of the Holy 
Ghost when He was speaking to them, so were they 
also under His power when they were speaking to 
others, whether orally or by record; for it is not 
simply of prophecies uttered, but of the prophecies of 
Scripture that it is said, they came not by the will of 
men, but through the agency of men who spake 
moved by the Holy Ghost. Now as the testimony of 
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old dispensations, it follows inevitably that the “form” 
of the Record they have Waite sa to us is not of 
man, but of God. 

It is impossible to reconcile this testimony with the 
teaching of the New Apologetic. In proof of this 
antagonism take the following :—“ The man who gave 
himself up to God, who was emptied of self-seeking 
and worldly ways of looking at things, was best fitted 
to understand what God sought to declare to men. 
Such a man” (Balaam, for example, or Caiaphas !) 
“became the purest possible channel of the Spirit. 
What he sees, he sees clearly and truly, having no 
interest to see anything different from what God actu- 
ally makes known.” —Levelation and Inspiration, p. 138. 

According to this account of the matter, the inspired 
man knew exactly what the Spirit of Christ which 
was in him was seeking to declare to men. According 
to the Apostle Peter, the inspired man was fain to 
know what the Spirit meant, and searched diligently 
to find it out, but was informed that his message was 
for others, and was not informea of its import. 


According to the former, the inspired man needed no 
“form,” because of the deep insight he had into the 
mind and will of God; according to the latter, the 
inspired man was absolutely dependent upon the 
Spirit for the “form” of his message, because the 
Spirit refused to give him the insight into it which 
was indispensable to an independent communication, 
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Such is the doctrine of our Lord and His apostles 
respecting the Old Testament Scriptures; and it is 
unnecessary to say that no one who accepts their 
testimony as final, can accept the doctrine of the New 
Apologetic. The testimony of the New Testament 
to the Old is, that both as to “substance” and “ form ” 
it is of God. The passages quoted have been few, 
but they represent the whole; and, taken together, 
cover the entire Record whose claims are in question. 
They are, moreover, unchallengeable by any critic 
deserving of notice; and he who will not abide their 
arbitrament does, ipso facto, let judgment go by 
default. 

And now, as a fitting close to these New Testa- 
ment testimonies to the written word, let us hear the 
testimony of both Testaments to the relation of the 
Incarnate Word himself to the “substance” and the 
“form” of the revelation He was commissioned to 
communicate. 

1. In the first place, the Scriptures teach that the 
Revelation which Christ, as the Prophet of the Church, 
delivered in the days of His flesh was a Revelation 
given Him of the Father. 2. In the second place, 
they teach that this Revelation was given to Him not 
only as to “substance,” but also as to “form.” The 
language of the normal promise and prophecy of the 
rise of the Prophet of all prophets (Deut. xvii. 18) 
puts this point beyond question: “TI will raise them up 
a Prophet from among their brethren, like unto thee, 
and I will put my words in His mouth; and He 


His prophetic functions He recognised the Deuter- 
onomic limitations. Thus (John viii. 26, 28, 40) 
He says to the Jews,—“He that sent me is true; 
and I speak to the world those things which I have 
heard of Him. . . . I do nothing of myself; but as 
my Father hath taught me, I speak those things. .. . 
Ye seek to kill me, a man that hath told you the truth, 
which I have heard of God.” On another occasion 
(John xii. 49, 50) He places His recognition of the 
Deuteronomic limitations beyond reasonable doubt: 
“JT have not spoken of myself; but the Father which 
sent me, He gave me a commandment, what I should 
say, and what I should speak. And I know that His 
commandment is life everlasting: whatsoever I speak, 
therefore, even as the Father said unto me, so I 
speak.” To the same purport are His words (John 
xvii, 8): “TI have given unto them the words (7a 
pijyata) which thou gavest me.” Confirmatory of 
these testimonies are the representations of the Apo- 
calypse. The Revelation which Jesus Christ “signified 
by His angel to His servant John,’ was a Revelation 
“which God gave unto Him.” That this was a 
definite Revelation determined as to its “ form,” is shown 
by the symbol of the seven-sealed book which He 
receives from the Father, and which He is commissioned 
to read and administer. These testimonies prove that 
the liberty claimed by the New Apologetic for the 
sacred writers, is a liberty which was not accorded 
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even to the incarnate Logos Himself. What He came 
to communicate was a previously determined Revela- 
tion. To this it may possibly be replied, that this 
limitation only concerned the Revelation as given of 
the Father to Christ, but that He was at liberty to 
choose what “form” He might see fit in revealing to 
others the mysteries so definitely committed to Him. 
This is all that can be said; but it is directly opposed 
to the teaching of the normal Deuteronomic prophecy, 
which testifies that God was to put His word in the 
prophet’s mouth, as it is opposed to the express 
language of our Saviour Himself, who tells the Jews 
that His words were not His, but His Father’s; words 
which the Father had given Him commandment to 
speak, and which He spake as the Father had taught 
Him. What can such language mean but that our 
Lord acted throughout upon the principle of giving to 
man the Revelation He had received from the Father 
in the “form” in which He received it ? 

Besides all this, and confirmatory of it, we have 
the testimony of the Scriptures regarding the relation 
of the Holy Ghost to the person and office of Christ. 
They teach that the Spirit’s agency was necessary to 
the preparation of His body, and to His qualification 
for the execution of the functions of His mediatorial 
office. He applies to Himself the language of Isaiah, 
chapter lxi. 1, “The Spirit of the Lord Gop is upon 
me, because the Lorp hath anointed me to preach 
good tidings,” etc. This anointing took place at His 


baptism, when the Holy Ghost descended and abode 
E 


anointing of the Most Holy mean if it do not teach 
that the agency of the Holy Ghost was indispensable 
to the qualification of the God-Man for His work ? 
Apart from that anointing, even the Son of Man, from 
whom the apostles received commission, was not Him- 
self qualified to preach the gospel. 

In the visions of Patmos the same dependence upon 
the agency of the Spirit is recognised and beautifully 
symbolised. John beheld a lamb as it had been slain, 
having seven horns and seven eyes, which are the 
seven spirits of God (the Holy Ghost in all His 
unlimited plenitude) sent forth into all the earth. 
The Spirit is to Him as eyes, and it is because He 
possesses the Spirit (as one of His qualifications) that 
He can take the book out of the right hand of Him 
that sits upon the throne, and loose the seven seals 
thereof. In harmony with all this is His own testi- 
mony to the Spirit’s agency in the composition of the 
letters He dictated to John. At the close of each, 
though He is Himself the speaker, He calls upon the 
churches to hear what the Spirit saith, A superficial 
rationalistic criticism may assert that inspiration “ was 
not an influence to serve them (the apostles) instead 
of eyes and memory, but an influence which set them 
_ In the right attitude towards Him they were to reflect, 
and made them sensitive to everything in Him which 
was of the highest value” (Sermon on Revelation and 
Inspiration, p. 12). But surely if any intelligence was 
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in the right attitude towards the Father whom He 
came to reveal, it was Jesus of Nazareth. He could 
say that no one knew the Father save the Son, and 
yet we have the authority of God’s word for it that 
He needed those very eyes which, according to the 
New Apologetic, were not necessary even to His 
servants the apostles! The new theory may set at 
nought the doctrine that the agency of the Holy 
Spirit extended to the composition and determined the 
“form” of the Holy Scriptures, but our Saviour Him- 
self is not ashamed to confess His dependence upon 
that agency in the composition of those seven epistles 
to the churches of Asia, 

If there ever were such an argument as the @ 
fortiori, we are certainly in a position now to lay 
claim to it and urge it, in defence of the immemorial 
doctrine of the Church, against the New Apologetic. 
If the incarnate Word of God needed the unction of 
the Holy Ghost in giving forth to men the revelation 
He received from the Father, in whose bosom He 
dwells, and if the agency of the Spirit, even in His 
case, extended to the words He spake in preaching the 
gospel to the meek, or in dictating an epistle, it must 
follow beyond question that we have the right to say, 
in regard to all prophets and apostles and evangelists, 
whether of the Old Testament or the New, “much 
more ”—yea, infinitely more. If “the Son of Man,” 
as a Prophet, needed to have the “Spirit of the 
Lord Gop” upon Him, much more must any of 
the sons of men need Him when they are called 


Now, if Jesus of Nazareth needed, to the extent 
already shown, the gift and operation of the Holy 
Spirit, with what show of reason can any one contend 
that Peter, or James, or John, or Matthew, or Paul, 
or any other New Testament writer, stood, so far as 
the “form” they were to employ was concerned, in 
need of no such agency? The New Apologetic may 
say so, but Christ Himself had no such estimate of 
their ability, as His treatment of them after His 
resurrection showed, and as the provision made by 
Him for their endowment, when He ascended on high, 
leading captivity captive, demonstrates. He showed 
that He regarded them as unqualified even to rehearse 
what He had already said unto them, and therefore 
promised and gave the Holy Ghost, not only to reveal 
to them what they were at that time unable to bear, 
but also to bring all things to their remembrance 
whatsoever He had said unto them. 

The opponents of the doctrine that the agency of 
the Spirit extended to the form as well as to the 
matter of the Sacred Record, to the language as well as 
to the thought, endeavour to invalidate the argument 
based upon Gal. iii, 15-17. Dr. Farrar, for example, 
denies that the apostle could by any possibility, as a 
Hebraist and as a master of Hellenistic Greek usage, 
have argued as verbalists allege. The reason he assigns 
for this allegation is that Paul must have known that 
the plural of the Hebrew and Greek terms for “seed ” 
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is never used by Hebrew or Greek writers as a desig- 
nation of human offspring. In the plural, he says, it 
means various kinds of grain. To this critique the 
reply is obvious. 1. Dr. Farrar’s estimate of the 
apostle’s knowledge of Hebrew and Hellenistic Greek 
is accepted. He was a Hebrew of the Hebrews, and 
was deeply read in the Law and Prophets, and well 
acquainted with Rabbinical lore. He was, besides, a 
citizen by birth “of no mean Greek city,’ and, as the 
Roman Captain found out in the castle at Jerusalem, 
could speak Greek. Moreover, he showed, on the 
occasion of his visit to Athens, that he was not only 
able to speak that language, but was able to quote 
what suited his purpose from the Greek poets. 2. As 
all this is conceded and accepted, Dr. Farrar may be 
fairly called upon to say whether a lexicographer, in 
searching Greek writers for the meanings they were 
wont to attach to the term o7épyata, would hesitate, 
after reading this passage (Gal. iii. 15-17), to enter 
in his list of meanings “ human offspring.” The usage 
of classical writers would certainly confirm this inter- 
pretation. See Soph. Qed. Col. 599-—600— 
“ws éuns amnrd&nv 
TMpos TOY ewavTov omEppaTov.” 

I was driven away from my country by my own off- 
spring—literally by my own seeds. See also, Asch, 
Supp. 290, and Hum. 909. 3. Dr. Farrar may also 
be asked to tell us whether it would be possible to 
render the passage so as to make sense, if the meaning 
he gives to oméppatra were adopted. The passage 


grain, which is Christ.” In a word, the passage will 
not yield any intelligible sense if any other meaning 
than the one rejected by Dr. Farrar be given to o7ép- 
pata; and if the meaning he ascribes to it be accepted, 
the passage becomes absolutely unintelligible. Granting, 
then, what we thank no man for granting, that o7rép- 
para means human offspring, it is claimed that, despite 
all the assaults of the anti-verbalists, this passage sus- 
tains the doctrine of a plenary inspiration; that is, an 
inspiration extending to the language of the entire 
Sacred Record. 

Enough has now been advanced to indicate to 
any attentive reader of the Bible the line of proof, 
and to satisfy any unprejudiced mind that the 
Church of God has not been cherishing a delusion in 
holding and teaching that “all Scripture is given 
by inspiration of God,” and that its words and clauses 
are absolutely infallible. Let the New Apologetic, 
in accordance with the laws of scientific investigation 
and fair discussion, dispose of the evidence now pre- 
sented in support of the doctrine it has impugned ; 
and having done this, let it present the texts of Scrip- 
ture in which the doctrine it wishes the Churches of 
these lands to accept is taught. This it has never 
done, and this it cannot do. It has endeavoured to 
pull down, but it has made no attempt at building up. 
Its advocates have been dealing with our Bible as our 
missionaries have dealt with the sacred books of the 
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Hindus. They have tried to prove that the men who 
profess to have written under the inspiration of the 
Holy Ghost were liable to err, and have actually erred 
in matters of history and science, and things “ which 
do not touch faith or life” or “ pertain to salvation.” 
There is no need to point out the tendency of such 
teaching. Let the theory be adopted, and Christianity 
must share the fate of Hinduism. If it can be shown 
that its inspired writers err when they tell us of 
earthly things, — things of which we are able to 
judge,—jit is manifest that none, save the grossly 
ignorant and superstitious, will believe them when 
they tell us of heavenly things. 

After all, it is asked, What is gained by contending 
that at one time the Scriptures were absolutely free 
from all imperfections, seeing that imperfections and 
errors exist in the Bible as we now find it? “Ifa 
Bible containing some errors and imperfections would 
not have been God’s infallible word when it came 
from the pen of inspiration, then the Bible which, as 
we read it, does contain errors, cannot be God’s Word 
to us now.” —Answer to Form of Libel, p. 29. Or as 
another writer of the same school puts it: “It matters 
little to me whether a gem in my possession, having 
some little flaw, originally exhibited that imperfection, 
or owes it to an accident that occurred yesterday.” 
This is very much like asking, What is gained by 
contending that at one time man was absolutely 
perfect, seeing that man, as we find him, exhibits 
many imperfections? The answer to both questions 


the character of His own work as it came from His 
own hands. It is a matter of some theological im- 
portance whether we hold that God created man 
upright, or hold that He created him in a state of 
moral equilibrium, or with positive immoral propen- 
sities. And it is a matter of no less importance 
whether we regard God as giving men, through 
apostles and prophets, by the agency of His Spirit, 
a revelation of His will, which cannot be broken, even 
in its briefest clause; or hold that, in its original 
production, He permitted His servants to mar the 
Record with errors fitted to discredit its claims. What- 
ever may be the present state of the Record, owing to 
the fault of uninspired copyists, we are not to be led 
thereby to reject the concurrent testimony of Christ 
Himself and His holy apostles and prophets, respecting 
the absolute perfection and infallibility of the Revelation, 
as given by the Holy Ghost. The question is not one 
of profit or loss, of advantage or disadvantage, as 
connected with one or other of conflicting theories. 
The sole question is, What do the Scriptures say on 
the point in debate? Do they say that inspiration 
had to do simply with the “substance” of Revelation, 
and did not extend to the “form?” or do they teach 
that it determined the very words employed by the 
Sacred writers? That the latter is their teaching, the 
passages already adduced place beyond dispute. The 
testimony of the Bible about itself, is that it is given, 
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in all its parts, by an inspiration which extended to 
the words, and determined the “form” as well as the 
“substance” of the revelation it “ conveys.” 

Nor have we to wait the development of the theory 
to know whither it tends. It has been developed by 
one who had both the logic and the courage to carry 
its fundamental principle to its legitimate conclusion. 
Spinoza held the theory of “inspiration as to substance 
but not as to form;” 
“forms,” he reached, as his ultimate “substance,” the 


and stripping Revelation of all 


law of nature common to all men, and the same eternal 
verities which constitute the theology of our current 
Broad Churchism. Any one at all acquainted with 
the writings of Spinoza must be struck with the 
remarkable resemblance of the phraseology adopted by 
the New Apologetic to that employed by the great 
pioneer of “the higher criticism.” Treating of the 
prophets, he observes, “that God accommodated revela- 
tions to the comprehension and opinions, and that the 
prophets might be ignorant of things which are merely 
speculative, and do not concern charity and life (usum 
vite); and that, in point of fact, they were ignorant, 
and held contrary opinions. ... We conclude there- 
fore,” he adds, “that we are not bound to believe 
anything in the prophets beyond that which is the 
end and ‘substance’ of Revelation (/inis et substantia 
revelationis) ; in other matters, it is free to every one 
to believe as he may list.”—Opera, vol. i., p. 188. 

The fact is, there is nothing new in this style of 
representation respecting the origin or authorship, or 


think they have made marvellous discoveries in all 
these departments, and may parade before the general 
public, whether sceptical or Christian, in the most 
exaggerated forms, all the doubt-engendering difficulties 
they have, by their own personal investigation or 
through the aid of kindred spirits, been able to detect 
or imagine, but they will find that, in almost every 
instance, they have been anticipated by the great 
Pantheistic Jewish Apostate. Having distinguished 
between the “end” aimed at in the Revelation, and 
the Revelation itself, between the “substance” and the 
record through which that “substance” is communi- 
cated, in the very terms of the New Apologetic, 
Spinoza carries out the principle underlying these 
distinctions to its legitimate consequences. Censuring 
Aben Ezra for lack of courage, he avows his “own 
determination not to stop short of the logical goal.” 
If any one wishes to see the theory which limits 
inspiration to the “substance” of Scripture and ex- 
cludes it from the “form,” carried out with all the 
determination of a relentless logic, he has but to turn 
to the pages of this father of the modern sceptical 
criticism. Let the following suffice as specimens of 
the way in which Spinoza applies the theory of “sub- 
stance” versus “form” :—“The revelation of Cain 
only teaches us that God admonished Cain to pursue 
a true course of life; for this alone was the ‘intent’ 
and ‘substance’ of the revelation—not truly to teach 
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the doctrine of free will or philosophical matters. 
Wherefore, although in the words and reasons of that 
monition the doctrine of free will is most clearly con- 
tained, it is, nevertheless, lawful for us to feel the 
contrary, since those words and reasons were accom- 
modated to the comprehension of Cain. So likewise 
the revelation of Micaiah is designed only to teach 
that God revealed to Micaiah the true issue of the 
battle of Ahab with Syria; wherefore it is this alone 
we are bound to believe. Whatever, therefore, besides 
this is contained in that revelation, namely, concerning 
the true Spirit of God and the false, and concerning 
the army of heaven standing on either side of God, 
and the other circumstances of that revelation, do not 
in the least concern us; and therefore, concerning 
these, every one may believe according as it may 
seem more agreeable to his reason.” In speaking 
of the course pursued by Christ in convincing the 
Pharisees of contumacy and ignorance, and in the 
instruction of His disciples, Spinoza resorts again to 
the language of the New Apologetic, and alleges that 
“He accommodated his reasons to the opinions and 
principles of every one,” and gives the following as 
an illustrative instance:—“ When He said to the 
Pharisees, if Satan cast out Satan, he is divided 
against himself; how then can His kingdom stand ? 
He wished simply to convince the Pharisees from 
their own principles, but not to teach that there 
are demons or any kingdom of demons.”—Vol. i, De 
Prophetis, pp, 188, 189. 


some general or particular religious truth, but he 
reduces the whole Revelation, both of the Old Testa- 
ment and the New, so far as either is to be at all 
credited, to the universal law revealed through the 
medium of Nature. Thus, when the apostle speaks 
of justification alone (Rom. iii. 23), “he understands 
nothing else than a full consent of mind, and that no 
one is made blessed unless he have in himself the 
mind of Christ; by which, to wit, he may perceive 
the laws of God as eternal verities.’—Vide vol. i. 
cap. iv., De Lege Divina, pp. 215-27. 

Let no man holding the theory of “substance” 
versus “form” try to persuade himself that he will 
never run into such riot of irreverent criticism as this, 
The goal reached by Spinoza is the logical goal of the 
theory, and under its guidance there is no intermediate 
resting-place. The question raised by the rejection of 
the “form” as an element in the product of the Spirit’s 
agency, is not one of more or less garniture of an 
existing and already defined figure; but the question 
is a question of form or no form—whether there be a 
form or figure at all. This the theory denies, and by 
its denial of this it is self-precluded from taking refuge 
behind any form whatever, short of those forms of 
truth which Spinoza, like the Broad Churchmen of 
the present day, calls “eternal verities,” and which, 
revealed by the light of nature, are common to all 
men. To this “form” all prophecies, miracles, cere- 
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monies, histories, are to be reduced. “ We conclude,” 
he says, “that all those things in Scripture which are 
truly related as having happened, came to pass, as all 
things necessarily do, according to the laws of nature; 
and if anything be found which can be demonstrated 
beyond contradiction to be contrary to the laws of 
nature, or which could not follow from them, this was 
added to the Scriptures by sacrilegious men; for what 
is contrary to nature is contrary to reason, and what is 
contrary to reason is absurd, and is for that cause 
to be refuted.”—Vol. 1. p. 245, De Miraculis, The 
descent of God upon Mount Sinai surrounded by fire, 
and the ascent of Elijah to heaven in a chariot of 
fire, with horses of fire, according to this prince of free 
criticism, “ were nothing save representations adapted 
to the opinions of those who have delivered them to 
us as they were represented to them, namely, as 
actual occurrences.” By this process Spinoza gets 
rid of Christ’s carnal Passion and the whole work of 
Redemption. 

Now to this some one may think it sufficient to 
reply, that Spinoza carries the theory beyond its 
legitimate sphere; that he leaves out the essence of 
the Gospel, and substitutes for it the laws of nature. 
It is, however, difficult to see how one who has 
accepted the theory of “substance” versus “form ” 
could establish against him the charge of illegitimate 
‘inference or inconsequence; for it is only by refer- 
ring to the language of the sacred writers, or, in 
other words, to the “form” of the revelation, that 


be shown, Not more helpless would a Plymouth 
brother be in the hands of a Jesuit inquisitor who 
was avowing his determination to burn him in con- 
formity with his own theory of love, untrammelled 
by the forms of law, than would an advocate of the 
New Apologetic be in the hands of Spinoza. The 
Jesuit could say: “According to your own theory, 
love to God is everything, and the forms of law 
nothing; and I am moved by love to God to burn 
you for His glory.” This the Jesuit could say; nor 
could the Plymouthist frame an argument in reply 
without falling back upon the very law he had 
already abandoned. In lke manner Spinoza could 
say: “According to your own theory (which, by the 
way, is mine) the ‘form’ in which the revelation 
comes to us (‘utcungue ad nos deferatur’) is nothing, 
I am but stripping it of traditional ‘forms, and you 
have no right to interrupt me in the process of 
disrobement until, in the spirit of the Cartesian 
Philosophy, I have reached the solid indubitable 
substance of the eternal verities which underlies 
them all. You have, moreover, adopted my theory 
of ‘substance’ versus ‘form,’ in order to account 
for discrepancies and errors which you admit are 
contained in the Record. It were bad enough and 


illogical enough to return to the already abandoned 
‘form’ to help you out of a difficulty arising out of 
your unwillingness to carry out our common theory 
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to its own proper conclusion; but it is surely the 
climax of absurdity to have recourse to a ‘form’ 
already abandoned, not only through stress of logic, 
but because of the ‘errors’ and ‘popular fallacies’ 
which, by your own critical investigations, you have 
shown to be inwrought into its very texture.” 

As the Plymouthist, bereft of all power of remon- 
strance, must burn on a pile of faggots, furnished by 
his own hands to his Jesuitical tormentor, so must 
the advocate of the New Apologetic, bound by the 
chains of a remorseless logic to the chariot wheels 
of his Pantheistic captor, be dragged to the dread 
goal of an absolute renunciation of all revelation save 
that which comes through the medium of Nature. 

Nor is the New Apologetic an altogether reluctant 
captive. The critic who can reduce to a drama the 
book of Deuteronomy,—a book which, on the very 
face of it, bears all the marks of a historical docu- 
ment, professing to give an account of the words and 
deeds of the great lawgiver of Israel, uttered and 
enacted in the presence of the whole nation, at such 
and such times and places, and received as veritable 
history by those who were eye and ear witnesses of 
what it records, and which was committed by its 
author to the custody of the Levites to be kept by 
the side of the ark,—the critic who can effect such 
a transmutation of “historical data” into “historical 
deductions,” cast “into dramatic form,” is capable of 
achieving any critical feat ever attempted by Spinoza. 
The difticulties encountered by Spinoza in reducing 


able whether they are not matched by those which 
the New Apologetic has had to face in transforming 
Deuteronomy into a drama, and transferring it to the 
days of Josiah. 1. In the first place, the book on the 
theory in question is a palpable fraud—a fraud practised 
upon the nation and upon their king, and that in the 
name of God! 2. According to the theory, the book 
contains some of the most absurd anachronisms. For 
example, it makes provision for the rise of a king, and 
' specifies his duties, not only after the king had arisen, 
but after the kingdom had been rent in twain, and after 
the kingdom of Israel had been carried away captive ! 
In like manner, if we are to credit the New Apolo- 
getic, the book makes provision for the establish- 
ment of one central sanctuary hundreds of years 
after the erection of the temple of Solomon! 3. 
While the theory assumes that the book, whether 
previously prepared or not, had not been previously 
published, the king, together with Shaphan the scribe, 
Hilkiah the priest and Huldah the prophetess, re- 
garded it as an old book, known to their fathers, and 
neglected by them. “Great,” said the good king, “is 
the wrath of the Lord that is kindled against us 
because our fathers have not hearkened unto the 
words of this book to do all that is written concern- 
‘ing us.” This language could not, of course, have 
been used by Josiah if he had not regarded the book 
then found as an old book possessed by his fathers, 
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and whose laws were known to them. While it is 
true of laws having their foundation in our nature 
and necessary social relations, that we are responsible 
for the observance of them, whether written or un- 
written, it is not so with those enactments which 
depend upon the will of God alone, and which have 
been instituted for special economic and temporary 
ends. Laws of the latter class bind none save those 
to whom they are revealed. The laws of Deutero- 
nomy, with a few exceptions, are of this order, and 
must therefore have been known to the fathers, who 
are represented by Josiah as not hearkening to them, 
and as thereby incurring a penalty whose retributions 
were about to fall upon their posterity. The force 
of this reference to the “fathers” as an argument 
in favour of the antiquity of the book, is greatly 
augmented when the. comprehension of the term 
“fathers” is considered. As the reformation in- 
augurated by Josiah reached back to corruptions 
introduced by King Solomon, and as the book re- 
cently discovered was the standard and rule of the 
entire procedure, Solomon himself: must have been 
one of these erring “ fathers,” and “the words of this 
book” must have been words known to him. 

Such, at the very lowest reckoning, was the age of 
the book, as estimated by priest and prophetess, and 
king and scribe, and as indicated by the sweep of the 
reforms to which its dread sanctions led. Surely 
Hilkiah and Shaphan, who concurred in the king’s 


estimate, were no novices in sacred literature, or in 
F 


ment of any critical expert of the present day, how- 
ever versed in Hebraistic lore, when placed in the 
scale against the testimony of those men who lived 
among Hebrew manuscripts, whose business it was 
to transcribe and expound their contents, and who, 
moreover, had the singular advantage of seeing and 
handling the book in question? Manifestly these 
unquestionably competent judges took the book to be 
what it professed to be, and what the Church of God 
has always taken it to be, a veritable portion of the 
Mosaic record. 

Despite these unquestionable and determining facts, 
the New Apologetic represents the book as a drama, 
ascribed by its author, or authors, to Moses, in order 
to give it the weight of his authority, although he 
never uttered a word of it, and makes the king of 
Judah the chief subject of the imposture, and places 
Hilkiah the priest, Shaphan the scribe, and Huldah the 
prophetess, in the unenviable position of being either 
the dupes or the partners of an impious conspiracy. 
It is doubtful whether Spinoza ever triumphed over 
critical difficulties surpassing these. 

The critical recklessness of this treatment of a 
manifestly historical book is, it is to be feared, but 
an earnest of what we may expect from the New 
Apologetic. As a foretaste of what is as yet held in 


reserve take the following: According to the dramatic 
hypothesis, the law of a single central sanctuary for 
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all the tribes was not known till the days of Josiah, 
when the book of the law, to wit, Deuteronomy, was 
found. Now, on turning to Joshua xxii. we find that 
the children of Reuben and the children of Gad, and 
the half tribe of Manasseh, were on the verge of . 
bringing about a civil war in Israel by building 
another altar beside the altar of the Lorp that was 
before His tabernacle. How does the new critical 
school deal with this great historical fact? After 
several ineffectual attempts to weaken its force as a 
proof of the existence of Deuteronomy in the time of 
Joshua, the leader of the school observes: “ And, it 
must be remembered, we cannot be sure that we 
have a verbal report of their words, and consequently 
individual expressions (as distinguished from explicit 
ideas like that of the wnelean land) ought not to 
be pressed!” — Additional Answer to the Form of 
Inbel, p. 86. 

Here is a specimen of what is meant by inspiration 
as to “substance,” but not as to “form.” Those 
expressions which furnish arguments against the New 
Apologetic are inspired neither as to “substance” nor 
“form ;” and expressions which, even in the remotest 
degree, seem to lend it support, are to be relied on 
both in “substance” and “form.” How the defender 
of the theory found out that the expression, “the 
unclean land,” is a verbal report, whilst the expres- 
sion, “to build an altar . . . beside the altar of the 
Lorp our God that is before His tabernacle,” is not 
yerbally reported, is more than any one not versed in 


But besides being destitute of warrant, the distine- 
tion introduced is suicidal. If, as the New Apologetic 
says, verbal reports alone “ought to be pressed,” does 
it not follow that verbal reports alone are trust- 
worthy ; that is, worthy of our faith 2? If this sbe 
true (and it is a truth which flows inevitably from 
the principle, that reports not verbal “ought not to 
be pressed”), what becomes of the theory that the 
Scriptures are inspired as to “substance,” but not as 
to “form?” Manifestly the theory must be aban- 
doned if the trustworthiness of the Sacred Record is” 
to be maintained. The very thing denied by the 
theory is the thing which, according to the canon 
now under consideration, is essential to trustworthi- 
ness, viz. verbal correctness; for the theory is that 
the agency of the Spirit did not extend to the “form” 
or “the outward characters of the record,” which is 
all one with saying that it did not extend so far as 
to secure a correct verbal report. Surely this is 
tantamount to a surrender of the fundamental 
principle of the whole theory. If our warrant for 
pressing a given expression be our assurance that it 
is a verbal report, and if we have no such assurance 
regarding the language of the Sacred Scriptures, then 
beyond doubt the language of Scripture cannot be 
relied on, and “ought not to be pressed.” In a 


word, there is no alternative but either to abandon 
the New Apologetic, or to abandon the Bible. What- 
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ever ends the altar Ed may have been originally 
erected to serve, it may for the future serve as a 
witness of the self-immolation of the New Scottish 
School of Biblical Criticism. As preachers, their 
vocation is gone; for when they proceed to adduce 
their proof-texts, their hearers will remember Ed, and 
retort: “As we are not sure that these are verbal 
reports, they ought not to be pressed.” 

Such is the logical issue, and, as we have already 
seen, such has been the historical development of the 
theory which limits inspiration to the “substance” of 
the Sacred Record, and denies it of the “form.” No 
logical mind can hold the theory, and continue long 
to regard the Holy Scriptures as infallibly true and 
divinely authoritative, or to look upon their language 
as, in any legitimate sense, the Word of God. Nursed 
in the bosom of the church of Chalmers and Cunning- 
ham and Candlish,—a church to which the churches 
of Evangelical Christendom are debtors,—its present 
advocates hold our system of doctrine; but as there 
is no affinity between the theory and that system, the 
alliance must be of very brief duration. A Calvinistic 
theology, and a Bible made up of uninspired words, 
cannot possibly continue to hold fellowship. All 
such theories are as grass, and all the glory of them 
as the flower of grass. “The grass withereth, and 
the flower thereof falleth away: but the Word of the 
Lord endureth for ever.” 

The above sentences border upon the prophetic. It 
is hardly necessary to inform the reader that the fore- 


principles of the New Apologetic has now been realized. 
No one, acquainted with the recent deliverances of the 
leaders of this school, can doubt that the divorce pre- 
dicted has already taken place. These deliverances, 
however, are but an earnest and foretaste of develop- 
ments yet tocome. Once on the Down-grade, progress 
downward is facile and, if grace prevent not, inevitable. 





CHAPTER III. 
INSPIRATION OF NEW TESTAMENT. 


1} is held by some writers on the subject of inspiration 
that the Scriptures donot furnish the materials neces- 
sary tothe framing of any doctrine in regard to it. One 
need not be surprised at this, for there are some writers 
who allege that the Scriptures do not furnish sufficient 
data for framing a definite doctrine on any subject 
within the analogy of the faith,—if we may speak of 
faith or analogy in such connection at all. Professor 
Jowett, for example, in his Commentary on Paul’s 
Epistles, considers logic to be out of place in matters 
of religion. “ Definite statements respecting the rela- 
tion of Christ either to God or man are (he says) but 
human figures transferred to a subject beyond thought. 
. . . Mystery is the nearest approach we can make to 
truth; only by indefiniteness can we avoid putting 
words in the place of things.” He had come much 
nearer stating a truth if he had said, “Only by inde- 
finiteness can we manage to put words in the place of 
things.” 
This theory of doctrinal indefiniteness Professor 
Jowett applies to the question regarding the recon- 


ciliation of the world to God. “We know nothing (he 
87 


He reconciled the world unto Himself, the very descrip- 
tion of it as an act being only a figure of speech; and 
we seem to know that we never can know anything. 
While clinging to the ground of fact, we feel also that 
there is more in the fact than we see or understand.” 
Certainly, we may well feel this if we can only “know 
that we never can know anything.” If we can never 
know anything, of course there must be more in the 
fact contemplated than we can understand. “There is 
hope and peace (he says) in what we see; yet more as 
we believe in possibilities of which we are ignorant.” 
How it is that anything of which we can never know 
anything except that we cannot know anything about 
it, can inspire us with peace or hope, is certainly as 
mysterious as any doctrine which Professor Jowett 
rejects because of its mystery. 

The fact is, this advocate of doctrinal Agnosticism 
seems to have reached, in his theology, the same state 
of mental bewilderment at which the Chian sceptic 
Metrodorus arrived, in his philosophical speculations, 
when he came to the conclusion that he did not know 
that he did not knew. The principle on which he 
proceeds is precisely the same, and when applied to 
the contents of the Bible must land its votaries in the 
hopeless maze of universal theological scepticism. This 


‘goal, or gulf, Professor Jowett has reached in regard to 
the central doctrine of Christianity, and teaches that 
we can formulate no theory of the Atonement made by 
Christ when His soul was made an offering for sin! 
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Isaiah might formulate a doctrine on this subject, 700 
years before the offering was made, and John the 
Baptist might expound it when introducing the aton- 
ing victim, but our friends of the New Theology, with 
all the light of the New Testament Revelation, cannot 
frame one now! 

There is, of course, a difference between rejecting all 
definite doctrinal statements in matters of religion and 
rejecting a definite doctrinal statement in regard to a 
particular subject. However, when the bearing of the 
subject, in regard to which no definitely formulated 
theory will be allowed, on all the doctrines of Revela- 
tion, is taken into account, the positional difference is 
greatly modified. He who denies the possibility of 
formulating a definite doctrinal statement in regard to 
the relation of the Holy Spirit to the utterance, or 
record, of the contents of the Bible, does, ipso facto, 
deny the possibility of ascertaining to what extent the 
Sacred Writings express the mind of the Spirit. Let 
the concession be made that the Spirit of God, after 
informing the agents He employed, left them to the 
exercise of their own judgments in conveying this 
information to others, and our faith must rest upon 
the trustworthiness of these agents. Indeed, we have 
the open avowal, on the part of those who take excep- 
tion to definite doctrinal statements on the subject of 
Inspiration, that all that was needed in the case of the 
sacred writers, was that they should be intelligent, 
honest, faithful men. This is all one with saying that, 
in the communication of the truths they were com- 


sible sense of the term, was altogether unnecessary. 
On this theory the Scriptures are not inspired at all, 
—the Record is not an inspired Record, and the infal- 
lible accuracy of its report of what was entrusted to its 
human authors is placed outside the pale of proof, 
while the faith which assumed its Divine infallibility 
is shaken to its foundations. 

Having ascertained the estimate of the Old Testament 
Scriptures entertained by our Lord and His Apostles, 
having shown that they regarded the entire Record as 
inspired of God in its minutest historical details, as 
well as in its doctrinal statements, having seen that it 
was written under an actuating energy of the Holy 
Ghost which extended to the language employed by 
the sacred writers, we are now prepared to consider 
the claims of the New Testament to be regarded as 
the offspring of the same Divine agency in the same 
sense and to the same extent. It may facilitate our 
inquiry if we consider :— 


I. The task assigned the New Testament writers, and 
IJ. Their native fitness to carry it into execution. 


I. The task assigned the writers. This was no 
ordinary undertaking. We cannot separate it from 
the burden laid upon their predecessors of the Old 
‘Dispensation. Those men of the twilight left to their 
successors the task of expounding what they them- 
selves understood not. Novum Testamentum in Vetere 
latet; Vetus Testamentwm in Novo patet. The New 
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Testament, in its essential truths, lay hidden and 
veiled in the Old, and upon the New Testament 
writers and preachers devolved the task of lifting the 
veil and bringing forth the priceless, hidden treasure 
into the light of Gospel day. It behoved them to 
show that all things which were written in the Law 
and the Prophets and the Psalms concerning the 
person and mission of the Messiah have had their 
fulfilment in Jesus of Nazareth. It was theirs to do 
what neither Moses nor the Prophets could do. They 
were commissioned to interpret the types and symbols 
of a shadowy dispensation, demonstrating their accom- 
plishment in the mediatorial office of Christ. Under 
their hands the carnal ordinances of the Ceremonial 
Law were to start into spiritual life through the 
realization of all they foreshadowed in the person and 
work of the Redeemer. 

Such was their task; and it is not too much to 
claim that the mere outline of it is sufficient to show 
that the men who should execute it must surpass the 
greatest of Israel’s prophets. 

II. This leads us to consider their native qualifi- 
cations. On this point there does not seem to be 
much room for debate. Judging from their previous 
positions and engagements in life, they were not the 
men one would have deemed likely to possess the 
talents or culture necessary for such work. In 
harmony with the design of the economy of grace, 
the treasure was committed to earthen vessels, that 
the excellency of the power might be of God, and not 


Essay on Theism (p. 252), puts the case with much 
force. “Who among the disciples of Jesus or among 
the proselytes was capable of inventing the sayings 
ascribed to Jesus, or of imagining the life and character 
revealed in the Gospels? Certainly not the fishermen 
of Galilee; as certainly not St. Paul.’ It is true the 
apostles had the great advantage of personal inter- 
course with our Lord for three years; but, notwith- 
standing the unspeakable privileges thus enjoyed, they 
gave evidence up to the very close of His ministry of 
an utter misconception of the nature of His kingdom 
and the means by which it was to be established. The 
sons of Zebedee were admonished for their misconception 
regarding the spirit of the Gospel they were afterwards 
to proclaim, and Peter received a stern rebuke for his 
ignorance of the one great central truth to which the 
whole Mosaic economy bore witness—viz., the doctrine 
of expiation through the shedding of blood, which 
must be regarded as the organic principle of both dis- 
pensations. He showed that he was not the man to 
give voice and utterance to the symbols and types of 
that ancient sacrificial economy. He had no con- 
ception of the necessity of Christ’s death, or of the 
relation it sustained to the sacrifices that were under 
the Law, or to the expiation of human guilt. Nor 
‘was Peter alone in this ignorance of type and Antitype. 
The death of Christ took all His disciples by surprise. 
The language of the two disciples as they journeyed 
toward Emmaus expressed the common views and 
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feelings of the whole band. “We trusted that it had 
been He which should have redeemed Israel” (Luke 
xxiv. 21). They had no idea that the redemption 
of Israel must be achieved through the Messiah’s 
death. 

It is true the Apostle Paul stands out pre-eminent 
above all the New Testament writers. His training 
under Jewish rabbis, who were learned in the Sacred 
Scriptures, one might think, gave him peculiar advan- 
tages in the exposition of Moses and the Prophets. 
He profited in the religion of the Jews above many 
his equals in his own nation (Gal. i. 14); yet he never 
ascribes his knowledge of the Gospel he preached to his 
previous training or to his personal unaided intuitions. 
The Gospel he proclaimed he neither received from 
man, nor was taught it, but by the revelation of Jesus 
Christ. (Gal.i. 12). Of course, the reference here is 
to revelation, and not to inspiration, to the informing 
of Paul himself and not to the communication of that 
same information through him to others. The former, 
however, was subordinate to the latter, as the sub- 
sequent context (v.16) shows. God revealed His Son 
in Paul (iva), in order that he might preach Him 
among the Gentiles. The revelation made to Paul 
was not for the sake of Paul alone, or for his own 
personal enlightenment in the way of life as its ulti- 
mate end. He was enlightened that he might enlighten 
others; and it is certainly not a strained inference to 
conclude that as great care would be taken to secure 
accuracy in the latter case as in the former. More of 
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this, however, when we come to speak of the apostle’s 
own testimony on this point. 

This estimate of the native qualifications and culture 
of the men employed to unfold the truths of the Old 
Testament Dispensation is fully confirmed by the 
achievements of the Jewish rabbis in this department. 
We have specimens of their comments on the oracles 
committed to their care in the Talmud. These com- 
ments may be taken as fair illustrations of the views of 
the very ablest of them in regard to the import of the 
writings of Moses and the Prophets. In view of the 
trivial questions they have singled out for discussion, 
and the foolish and absurd conclusions they have 
arrived at, and the rules they have laid down for the 
guidance of their disciples, we may fairly ask the 
opponents of a thorough verbal inspiration whether 
they would regard these men as capable of writing the 
Gospels or Epistles? If such rabbis were the biblical 
literati of the apostolic age, we must conclude that 
the age was incapable of producing the writings pre- 
sented in the New Testament revelation. The writers 
were all Jews, accustomed to Jewish modes of thought ; 
and, in view of this fact, it is hard to conceive how 
such men could have produced writings at variance 
with Jewish prejudices and in manifest antagonism 
with the most cherished convictions of the Jewish race. 
Apart from an inspiration extending to both thought 
and language, the Scriptures of the New Dispensation 
had never been written by their reputed authors, All 
that is necessary to satisfy any intelligent mind of the 
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justice of this verdict is simply to place these writings 
side by side with the Talmud. 

In harmony with this estimate of the qualifications 
of the apostles for the exectuion of the task assigned 
them is the verdict of the Lord Himself. He did not 
regard them as qualified to enter upon their mission 
either as speakers or writers, even though they had 
accompanied Him, going out and in with Him for the 
space of three years. Notwithstanding all the instruc- 
tion they had received through His own immediate 
personal intercourse, He enjoined it upon them that 
they should await the promise of the Father, tarrying 
in Jerusalem until they should be endued with power 
from on high, His estimate of the nature and extent 
of the endowment they needed may be gathered from 
what took place on the day of Pentecost. Surely 
the gift of tongues was an endowment extending to 
language and determining it. Those on whom it was 
bestowed spake with other tongues, as the Spirit gave 
them utterance. There can be no doubt that the 
agency of the inspiring Spirit extended to the language 
employed by Peter and the other speakers on that 
memorable occasion. To enable one to speak in a 
tongue previously unknown is to furnish him with 
a vocabulary, and with skill to use it, discriminating, 
among shades of meanings, the one best suited to give 
accurate expression to the thought as it struggles 
onward towards the birth, for it is never matured 
thought until it is expressed in words. 

Whether, then, we consider the task, or the men 
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employed to execute it, or the training they under- 
went, or the estimate of their qualifications expressed 
by their Master, or the provision He made for their 
full equipment, we must conclude that, apart from a 
supernatural agency, such as the verbal theory of 
inspiration implies, the task had never been executed 
at all, or else had been executed in a manner so 
imperfect as to preclude the acceptance of the Record 
as an authoritative rule of faith and practice. 

Passing from these unquestionable facts, let us hear 
what views the writers of the New Testament enter- 
tained regarding their relation to the inspiring Spirit, 
and His actuating energy as He moved them onward 
in their work. 

On this subject the Apostle Paul bears remarkable 
and most decisive testimony in his First Epistle to the ~ 
Corinthians (chap. i). He is meeting charges pre- 
ferred against himself as a preacher. There were 
some in the Church at Corinth who thought him 
deficient in philosophical acquirements, and looked 
upon his addresses as lacking rhetorical finish. His 
reply to the former charge is, that the subjects he was 
commissioned to proclaim were such as the heart of 
man had never conceived; subjects, therefore, which 
transcended human philosophy, and which he and 

others, his fellow-servants, had received by revelation. 
They were subjects which none could reveal save the 
Spirit of God, who knows the mind of God even as 
the spirit of man knows the things of a man. 

With regard to the other charge, he informs his 
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critics that he was not left at liberty respecting the 
language in which he was to clothe these heaven- 
revealed truths, as he set them forth before the minds 
of others. These things he and his commissioned 
brethren spake not in the words which man’s wisdom 
teacheth, but in the words which the Holy Ghost 
teacheth, comparing spiritual things with spiritual, or 
combining spiritual things with spiritual words—that 
is, words given by the Spirit. The claim here 
advanced by the apostle is a claim not only for him- 
self, but for his official brethren also, who were chosen 
instruments, as he was, to make known to men the 
will of God. Of both he affirms that the words in 
which they gave utterance to the truths revealed to 
them were not words which man’s wisdom teacheth, 
but words taught them by the Holy Ghost. In both 
instances the resultant Record was divinely determined 
in its form as well as in its matter, in its language as 
well as in its thought. 

The absolute necessity of such action on the part of 
the inspiring Spirit is further manifest from what the 
apostle states regarding the utter inability of the 
natural man to receive or know these truths, even 
when they are uttered or recorded. By the natural 
man he means, as the context shows, the man who is 
not taught of the Holy Ghost, for he contrasts him 
with the spiritual man who searches (dvaxpiver), 
examines closely, sifts all things, even the deep things 
of God. Now if man in his natural state, left to the 
exercise of his own unaided native powers, which are 
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so dominated and paralysed by a heart that is enmity 
against God that the things of the Spirit are foolish- 
ness unto him, and that he can neither receive nor 
know them, surely there is no need of formal argument 
to demonstrate his utter unfitness to apprehend or 
utter or record infallibly the mysteries of redemption, 
or those historical incidents in connection with which 
these mysteries have been revealed. His unfitness. to 
act in relation to the history of redemption is just as 
patent as his unfitness to act in relation to its doctrinal 
truths. How could one out of sympathy with such 
truths, and who regarded them as foolishness, and 
whose apprehending power was beclouded by sin, make 
selections out of the historical incidents that have 
transpired in the history of our race—incidents which 
were divinely ordered so as to form an appropriate 
setting for each fresh communication as the tide 
of revelation rolled on from its native source in the 
unsearchable wisdom of God? In presence of such a 
problem the Newer Criticism may well feel perplexed, 
for its position implies the capacity of an uninspired 
agent to write the history and expound the doctrines 
of redemption, presenting both in a form that shall 
serve to instruct the Church of God throughout her 
militant career, and fit her for making known to the 
principalities and powers in the heavenly places the 
manifold wisdom of God. 

The fact is, there underlies this whole question, as 
between the Newer Criticism and the immemorial 
doctrine of the Church, the whole subject of man’s 
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estate as a fallen moral agent, and the agency of the 
Spirit in his recovery. No one holding with the men 
of the Reformation, whether Lutheran or Reformed, 
that, by reason of the Fall, man is “ indisposed, 
disabled, and made opposite to all spiritual good,” 
could hold with the men of this new critical school, 
that the sacred writers needed no gifts or graces 
or qualifications save their own native intellectual 
endowments and the virtues of honesty and fidelity. 
Of course these critics—at least those of them who 
have been trained in evangelical Churches—admit the 
necessity of the gracious influences of the Spirit to fit 
a man to hold communion with God, and through such 
communion to become acquainted with His will. This 
partial recognition of an indirect agency of the Spirit 
in the production of the Sacred Scriptures carries, 
on the face of it, a confession of the inadequacy 
of the agency it recognises which justifies its instant 
rejection. We are informed that those good men 
who, through their communion with God, drunk into 
His Spirit and learned His will, had, from time to 
time, as their own subsequent experience suggested, to 
eliminate from their conceptions of the Divine char- 
acter and will many ideas which they had previously 
cherished as unquestionable truths. The question 
thus raised is certainly a very grave one. It is 
no less than this: What guarantee have we that those 
who erred in the original apprehension did not err in 
the subsequent elimination? And there is another 
question inseparable from this which necessarily forces 
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itself upon us for settlement, viz, Have we any reliable 
guarantee that there were, at any stage in the history 
of revelation, men who, by virtue of their attainments 
in godliness, so accurately interpreted and gauged the 
mind of God that their interpretations could be relied 
on as a sure, infallible rule of faith and practice ? 
This novel theory of repeated rectifications as experi- 
ence created the suspicion of misapprehension and 
misinterpretation, must, if accepted and acted on, lead 
its advocates to challenge the doctrinal deliverances of 
the best of men when they happen to be in conflict 
with their own interpretations of their own religious 
consciousness. If inspiration rests on godliness, why 
should one godly man defer to another? The assump- 
tion underlying this theory is that the degree of the 
inspiration varied according to the attainment of 
the writer in personal conformity to the image of God. 
The more holy the inspired agent, the more reliable 
his interpretations of the Divine will. The conclusion, 
therefore, is inevitable that as none of the sacred 
writers were perfectly holy, none of their writings can 
be accepted as absolutely infallible, notwithstanding 
the testimony of our Saviour to the absolute infalli- 
bility of the entire Old Testament record! The 
Church of God will not long remain in a strait 
between these views. Accepting the verdict of her 
‘Lord, she will spurn from her with holy aversion the 
faith-subverting theories of the Newer Criticism. 

It is unnecessary to dwell, at much length, upon : 
the claims of the other New Testament writers, What 
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is true of Paul in regard to inspiration is true of all 
the other Apostolic penmen. They were all present 
on the day of Pentecost, and were all filled with 
the Holy Ghost, and spake the Word as the Spirit 
gave them utterance. It was not for the delivery of 
mere transient Gospel addresses they were super- 
naturally endowed. It was certainly more important 
to write an infallible Gospel or Epistle than to preach 
an infallible sermon. The latter would soon pass 
away, or abide, perhaps very imperfectly, as a tradition 
among their auditors and their descendants. The 
former were to serve as sources of saving knowledge 
to the Church throughout her militant career. 

The only writers in regard to whose inspiration a 
question can be raised are Mark and Luke. Suffice it 
to say, however—1.. That they were of prophetic rank, 
not only companions of apostles, but (cvvepyoe) fellow- 
workers with them in the Gospel; 2. That during 
the period within which they exercised their ministry, 
and even till the completion of the Canon, supernatural 
gifts of the Spirit, as a provisional arrangement for the 
edification of the body of Christ in the absence of the 
Written Word, were very extensively bestowed upon 
individual members of the Churches; 3. “The char- 
acter of the facts selected for record, the character 
of the doctrines represented as coming from Christ, and 
the unquestionable harmony of both facts and doctrine, 
with the historical facts and doctrinal statements 
recorded by the other New Testament writers, satisfy 
all the demands and fulfil all the conditions of the 
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most rigid rules of internal evidence.” (See the writer’s 
book on The Rule of Faith and the Doctrine of Inspira- 
tion. Hodder and Stoughton.) 

But the crowning, the absolutely conclusive argu- 
ment, is furnished in the fact that the Holy Ghost was 
given to our Saviour, as the God-man, to qualify Him 
for the execution of the functions of His mediatorial 
office. This argument, though given already in outline, 
merits a fuller presentation. That the unction of the 
Spirit had reference to His exercise of the prophetic 
as well as to the priestly or the regal function is placed 
beyond all doubt by express Scripture testimony. In 
the synagogue at Nazareth our Lord informed His 
auditors that it was to Him the prophet Isaiah referred 
(chap. lxi.) when he said, “The Spirit of the Lord God 
is upon me: because the Lord hath anointed me to 
preach good tidings unto the meek,” etc. The extent 
and specific character of this anointing, as well as the 
fact of it, is clearly stated in the Scriptures. In the 
normal prophecy (Deut. xviii. 15-19), in which the 
rise of the great Messianic Prophet and His prophetic 
forerunners is predicted, Moses is informed that God 
would put His words in His mouth, and that He 
should speak all that He should command Him. If 
this did not amount to an inspiration extending to the 
words, it would be difficult to say what would consti- 
‘ tute it. The language employed in this forecast 
of the functions and relations of the Prophet is 
peculiarly comprehensive and significant. It embraces 
both the infua and the eflue of the communication. 
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The words were to be given Him, and He was to speak 
(give out) all that God should command Him. Now, 
prior to John the Baptist this predicted prophet, 
in whom this prophecy should find its complete fulfil- 
ment, had not arisen. The Jews were, in John’s day, 
expecting Him, and asked John whether he was that 
Prophet, and were informed by him that he was not. 
After John there certainly arose no other prophet, 
save Jesus of Nazareth, to whom this prophecy could 
possibly apply. Nor can there be any reasonable 
doubt that our Saviour recognised its application 
to Himself in that remarkable passage (John xii. 
49, 50), “I have not spoken of myself; but the 
Father which sent me, He gave me a commandment 
what I should say (ew) and what I should speak 
(Aadjow). And I know that His commandment 
is life everlasting: whatsoever I speak (AaX@) there- 
fore, even as the Father hath said unto me, so I speak” 
(Aad). Of similar definite and comprehensive import 
is a passage which occurs in His great intercessory 
prayer (John xvii. 7, 8). “Now they know that all 
things whatsoever thou hast given me are from Thee: 
for the words which Thou gavest me I have given 
unto them; and they received them, and knew of a 
truth that I came out from Thee, and believed that Thou 
didst send me.” It was not, according to this account 
of the message wherewith the Saviour was entrusted, 
an undefined revelation He was commissioned to make. 
It was definitely determined in its language, and, as thus 
defined, He communicated it to His disciples. 
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One other reference must suffice. It is, however, of 
itself sufficient to indicate the claim already estab- 
lished regarding the inspiration of our Lord. The 
passage referred to occurs at the close of each of 
the Seven Letters to the Seven Churches in Asia. 
The ever-recurring refrain at the close of each message 
to the Churches is, “He that hath an ear, let him hear 
what the Spirit saith unto the Churches.” 

The argument from this testimony of our Saviour to 
the relation which the Spirit sustained to these Seven 
Letters does not need any lengthened elaboration. 
While He is Himself personally present with the 
beloved disciple (for He had laid His right hand upon 
him, strengthening him to hear Him), He, neverthe- 
less, does not claim for His words an independent, 
uninspired utterance. Though the language of the 
Letters comes forth from the lips of the glorified 
Saviour, He will have His servant John know, and 
through him will have the Churches of Asia know, and 
will have the Church in all time know, that, in com- 
municating the will of the Father to men, He acts, 
and has ever acted, under an inspiration of the Holy 
Ghost which extends to the language of the utterance 
or the record. Is there any need of further argument ? 
If the incarnate Adyos needed such unction of the 
Holy Spirit, will any one venture to say that Peter or 
-James or John, or any other organ of revelation, 
needed no such endowment ? 

The principle on which the writer has proceeded in 
this discussion is simply this: That the testimony of 
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the Scriptures to every subject of which they treat 
must be accepted by all Christians as conclusive. We 
-have no right to make selections among the subjects 
they discuss, and say we accept their testimony 
regarding these, but reject their testimony in every 
other instance. Regarding this as a valid principle, 
the sole question to be decided, so far as the subject 
of inspiration is concerned, is. simply, What do the 
Scriptures teach in regard to the agency of the Holy 
Spirit in their production? Do they teach that their 
authors wrote as intelligent, honest, veracious men, 
giving, in such terms as they thought best, their own 
impressions of what they saw or heard? Or, do 
they teach that they spake and wrote under an 
actuating energy of the Divine Spirit which extended 
to the form as well as the matter, to the utterance, or 
record of the ideas communicated to themselves by 
revelation, as well as to the verities they were com- 
missioned to convey to others? This latter is, beyond 
all question, their account of their own origin, and he 
who rejects their testimony on this point can assign 
no reason for accepting it on any other. In a word, 
the rejection of the doctrine that the Scriptures are the 
offspring of an inspiration which determined the sacred 
writers in the choice of the language they employed, 
involves, logically, the rejection of the Bible as the 
Word of God. 


CHAPTER IV. 
RECENT DEVELOPMENTS. 


HE school of the Newer Criticism holds and 
teaches that a Divine Revelation, communicated 
through the medium of fallible human agents, may con- 
tain mistakes, and nevertheless be a sufficient rule 
of faith and practice. Under the exgis of the recent 
decision of the General Assembly of the Free Church 
of Scotland, it is to be feared that this theory of 
Inspiration may now have free scope within the bosom 
of one of the noblest of all the daughters of the 
Reformation. The dangerous character of the prin- 
ciple underlying this theory must be obvious to all 
who will reflect intelligently wpon its manifest con- 
Sequences. Once let it be admitted that the inspired 
agents, through whom the Divine Revelation has been 
communicated, were liable to make mistakes in re- 
cording the supernatural truths with which they were 
entrusted, or the historical incidents in connection 
with which those truths were revealed, and who will 
' Set limits to the number or the magnitude of the 
errors in doctrine or in history which they may have 
placed on record as part and parcel of a professedly 
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doctrines and the historical facts of the economy of 
Redemption as to make it “doubtful whether any real 
knowledge” of either class of subjects “be now 
possible.” The principles advocated by Dr. Bruce, in 
his book on “ The Kingdom of God,’—a book which is 
the necessary outcome of the critical principle in 
question —cannot be limited to the case of “the 
historical Christ.” These two classes of subjects are 
indissolubly linked together in the Record, and the 
admission of the possibility of mistakes within the 
sphere of the history involves the admission of a like 
possibility within the sphere of the doctrine. Whatever 
else Dr. Bruce may have failed to do, he has, by this 
book, rendered an important service by carrying this 
unbiblical and unphilosophical principle to its legitimate 
consequences in both departments. Those who accept 
its teaching can have no such confidence as the Bible 
demands in any historical incident, or doctrinal state- 
ment, placed on record by prophet, apostle or evangelist. 
Throughout its discussions the sacred writers are treated 
as uninspired men, who were moved by their own native 
impulses, and not by the agency of the Holy Ghost. 
Even Dr. Rainy, who is willing to admit to the 
ministry students who accept this critical principle, 
finds it difficult to imagine any logical limit to the 
sphere of its operation! He may be assured that if he 
cannot imagine a limit, the stwdent, once he is admitted, 
will not be careful to see, or very ready to submit to, 
any limit to the exercise of his critical imagination. 

It is, indeed, admitted by the anti-verbalists that 
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mistakes are out of the question, on God’s part, in 
communicating the revelation of His will to the human 
agents; but it is contended by them that we have no 
reason to assume that when these agents proceeded to 
communicate to others what they had received, or to 
give an account of the historical incidents through 
which the Divine will had been made known to them, 
they may not have failed to give infallibly accurate 
expression to their thoughts. Those who make this 
concession may think they are speaking in the interest 
of Biblical Criticism, but the concession involves 
nothing less than the repudiation of inspiration alto- 
gether. The possibility conceded were possible only 
on the assumption that the Holy Spirit had abandoned 
the agents He had been so careful to put in possession 
of the doctrines or the historical facts, and had left 
them to the exercise of their own unaided powers in 
the execution of their commission. According to the 
Scriptures, the Holy Ghost had as much to do with 
the elu as with the influx of the Revelation ; as 
much to do with the recording of it for the instruction 
of others, as He had with the communication of it to 
the writers themselves. He was dealing with human 
agents in the one case as well as in the other. If 
human frailty might mar the subsequent expression of 
the Divinely communicated thought, it might mar the 
thought itself in its original conception, and if, despite 
the obstacle presented in the frailty of the agents, the 
Holy Ghost could, as it is conceded He could, com- 
municate the thoughts to their minds with infallible 
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accuracy, surely the same obstacle of human frailty 
could not thwart Him in completing His work in an 
absolutely infallible Record. The faculties of the 
human mind brought into exercise in the process of 
recording the Divine thought are not one whit more 
frail than those employed in its original apprehension, 
and not one whit more untoward or perverse or 
intractable, or prone to err. 

Is it not surprising to hear men, who claim that 
their critical investigations are conducted in accordance 
with the most unquestionable scientific principles, 
enunciate critical dogmas which are at war with the 
constitution of the human mind, and utterly irre- 
concilable with the Scripture account of the estate 
into which the Fall brought mankind, as well as with 
the revealed method of his recovery? Are we to 
accept at their hands, as scientific, the critical theory 
which severs and isolates the cognitive from the conative 
powers of the soul, and teaches that the Holy Spirit 
can counterwork the deadly virus of inborn sin within 
the former, while He finds Himself. impotent completely 
to overbear its opposition when it entrenches itself 
within the fortress of the latter. Is it in accord with 
Scripture, or with sound moral science or with 
Christian experience, to hold that there exists such 
disparity in the degree to which the virus of sin has 
infected the different faculties of the one indivisible 
essence of the human soul? Is it not as true of man’s 
power to see the Kingdom of God as it is of his power 
to enter it, that he is utterly impotent until he is born 
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again? Apart from the action of the Holy Ghost, 
man, in his natural state, can neither receive nor know 
the mysteries of Redemption, even when they are 
revealed. It is to be hoped that the Churches of 
these lands will ere long awaken to the apprehension 
and estimate of the bearing of such critical theories 
upon the doctrines of sin and grace, and upon the very 
structure of the economy of Redemption, as set forth 
in the infallible oracles of God. The theory of an 
infallible Revelation transmitted through, and mixed 
up with, a fallible history recorded by fallible men, 
whose fallibility was not neutralised and counteracted 
by the inspiring agency of the Holy Ghost, is simply 
subversive of the very foundations of the Christian 
faith. 

It is argued by our friends of the other. side, and 
urged with considerable confidence, that if God could 
permit the Revelation to be marred in the course of 
its transmission by transcribers, there is no reason why 
He might not have allowed it to be marred at the 
outset by the original recorders of it. Well, it is not 
difficult to deal with such argumentation as this. One 
might just as well say that if God could leave man to 
the freedom of his own will and permit him to fall 
from the estate wherein he was created, and thus 
become morally corrupt, He might have brought him 
’ into existence as a moral agent in a state of moral 
corruption. Unless our friends are prepared to carry 
out the principle of their argument to its legitimate 
consequences—consequences more dishonouring to the 


RESORTS TO THE DOCTRINE OF PROBABILITY. 111 


Author of our Nature than Pelagianism itself—they 
had better abandon it, and accept in its stead the 
doctrine of the Divine Word, that God may permit 
others to do what, as a holy, righteous God, He cannot 
do Himself. 

But we have not on this point to trust to philo- 
sophical considerations, though the philosophy is all 
on the side of the verbalists. We have the express 
testimony of the Word of God, which affirms that the 
sacred writers spake as they were moved by the Holy 
Ghost. It is not simply that they thought as they 
were moved, but that they spake as they were moved 
by Him. The words in which they gave expression. 
to their divinely inspired thinking were “not the 
words which man’s wisdom teacheth, but which the 
Holy Ghost teacheth.” Even the eternal Logos, who 
knows the Father even as the Father knoweth Him, and 
in whom are hidden all the treasures of wisdom and of 
knowledge, was, as we have seen, anointed by the Holy 
Ghost as the Prophet of the Church, and spake under 
His inspiring agency as the Father gave Him command- 
ment. In view of such facts and testimonies, there is 
no room left for a priori conjectures about the probable 
consequences of the introduction of the fallible element 
of human agency. ‘The whole doctrine of probability 
is ruled out of court where the Holy Spirit has charge 
of the fallible element. His agency furnishes God’s 
people with something more trustworthy than a pro- 
bability as the ground of their faith and the guarantee 
of their acceptance with God. 
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Large claims are advanced at present on behalf of 
the achievements of Biblical scholarship, but what is 
the fact? The Biblical scholarship of the nineteenth 
century has sat in judgment, for ten and a half years, 
on the results of the Biblical scholarship of the seven- 
teenth century, and yet, in the version issued, it has 
not made a single change affecting, in one iota, the 
doctrinal system set forth in the old Authorised 
Version. The whole round of the doctrines of grace 
are as fully and as explicitly set forth in the Old as 
in the New; and the labours of the Revisers may be 
adduced as evidence of the eminent qualifications of 
their predecessors, both as regards their knowledge of 
the original tongues and their acquaintance with the 
leading fundamental principles of sound Biblical 
criticism. It is true they had not the advantage of 
the numerous manuscripts discovered since their day, 
which our Revisers have been in a position to use for 
the confirmation or revision of the Received Text; but 
no candid person who will compare the Old with the 
New will venture to say that the changes rendered 
necessary are such as to justify the self-satisfied and 
self-confident boast of superior learning and critical 
acumen which the leaders of the newer critical school 
are ever uttering from pulpit, platform, and press. 

The outcome of the ten and a half years’ toil is in 
“some respects most valuable, as it has brought the 
text as near to the original autographs as the present 
state of our knowledge will permit. It has, besides, 
given a more accurate rendering of some texts— 
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renderings which in many, indeed perhaps in most 
instances, ministers were in the habit of giving in their 
ordinary pulpit ministrations. But on the other hand, 
no competent English scholar would think of comparing 
the English of the New Version, especially that of the 
New ‘Testament, and its harsh, unrhythmical discords, 
with the graceful flow and mellifluous cadences of the 
Old. But so far as the present subject is concerned, 
the question is, Have the Revisers, who may be regarded 
as representing the Biblical scholarship of our age, 
discovered anything in the course of their labours to 
warrant them in pronouncing, as false, the doctrine 
that the inspiring agency of the Holy Ghost extended 
to the determination of the language employed by the 
inspired agents in placing on record the revelation 
they were commissioned to make known to men? 
This question must be answered in the negative. Not 
a single text of the vast array of texts, by which that 
doctrine has been established again and again, has 
been changed by the Revisers so as to weaken or 
modify its testimony. The Chureh’s immemorial doc- 
trine of a truly Plenary, that is a verbal, Inspiration, 
is as clearly set forth in the New Version as in the 
Old. No various readings, and no changes effected by 
the scholarship which these able and truly learned 
men have brought to bear upon the Sacred Text, place 
the Church of Christ under the necessity of abandoning 
her historic position or surrendering this citadel of the 
Christian faith. 

In conclusion, the following points seem to have 
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been established on Scriptural and _ philosophical 
grounds :— 

1. That the principle which admits the possibility 
of mistake in the recording of the Revelation cannot 
be limited to any one class of subjects, whether 
doctrinal or historical. 

2. That the argument of the anti-verbalists, based 
upon the fallibility of the human element, must, if 
its principle be carried to its logical and philosophical 
consequences, be equally valid against the original 
infallible communication of the truths to the human 
agent or his infallible direction in the selection of 
historical facts. 

3. That the Scriptures expressly teach that the 
sacred writers not only thought but spake as they were 
moved by the Holy Ghost. 

4. That the Eternal Logos Himself, in order to the 
efficient execution of the functions of His office, as 
the Prophet of the Church, was, by the ordination of 
the Father, anointed with the Holy Ghost. 

5. That the large claims advanced on behalf of the 
Biblical scholarship of the nineteenth century must be 
considerably discounted when the Revised Version is 
compared with the Version executed by the Biblical 
scholars of the seventeenth. 


CIFAPTER— V- 
SUPPLEMENTAL AGENCY THEORY. 


HE school of the Newer Criticism seem perfectly 
aware of the unsatisfactory character of their 
theory of Inspiration. Having represented the agency 
of the Spirit in inspiration as so limited and bounded 
by the frailty of the human agents that even He, 
through such agents, could not furnish the Church 
with a written Revelation absolutely free from mistakes, 
they immediately proceed to make provision for the 
correction of such mistakes. They inform us that it is 
a part of the work of the Holy Ghost to guard the 
people of God in the reading of the Scriptures against 
the consequences which might arise from the study of 
an imperfect Record. The Record, it is held, is im- 
perfect, marred by numerous mistakes; but these 
mistakes are counteracted and neutralised by this 
special function of the Holy Spirit. There can be no 
doubt that the theory requires this supplemental 
agency. Without such action as it ascribes to the 
Divine Spirit the readers of the Bible could not be 
said to be in possession of an infallible rule of faith 
or practice. If the Revelation, as it appears on the 


inspired page, contains mistakes, and if these mistakes 
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may embrace errors in doctrinal statements, as well as 
erroneous accounts of historical incidents, it must be 
manifest that, apart from such supernatural guidance, 
the reader can have no assurance, except what he 
derives from his own “scientific and religious con- 
sciousness,” that the rule presented in the Scriptures 
is really and truly, in all its parts, the Word of God. 
On the question of the trustworthiness of the religious 
consciousness it is not proposed at present to enter. 
Carried out to its legitimate consequences, that theory 
must land its votaries in the doctrine of a mystical 
inner light, which makes the individual the standard 
and judge of spiritual truth. The question claiming 
our immediate attention is, Whether this critical theory 
of a supplemental, corrective and directive agency 
of the Holy Spirit is in accordance with reason or 
Scripture. 

1. Is it reasonable ?—It is certainly difficult to see 
the reasonableness of a theory which teaches that the 
Spirit of God, because of the fallible frailty of the 
inspired writers, could not produce an absolutely 
infallible Record, and, at the same time, teaches that 
He can instruct uninspired men infallibly through 
this same fallible revelation. Is it in accordance with 
reason to represent this fallible human element as 
intractable and invincible in the one case, while 
it is capable of being overborne and neutralised 
in the other? Are we to believe that the same Spirit, 
dealing with this same obstacle in each case, fails to 
completely counteract its influence when the inspired 
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writer is the subject, and succeeds in overmastering it 
when the subject is under no inspiring influence 
whatever? Does the absence of inspiration open up 
a clearer theatre for the Spirit’s operation, while its 
presence trammels and embarrasses His action? One 
is reluctant to think that the advocates of a theory 
requiring this supplemental element have really appre- 
hended the drift, and trend, and terminus of it, and yet 
it would seem impossible to avoid the conclusion that 
it involves, ultimately, a very grave reflection upon 
the goodness, or upon the wisdom, or upon the power 
of the Holy Ghost. Is it in accord with the character of 
the infinitely wise, the infinitely good, and the infinitely 
mighty Author of the remedial economy of Redemp- 
tion, to represent Him as furnishing the heirs of salva- 
tion with a record of that economy so marred through 
the frailty of the agents employed for the communica- 
tion of it, that, for the protection of the heirs, it was 
necessary to make provision for the correction of it ? 
Surely these attributes of the infinite Jehovah warrant 
the rejection of such a theory, and justify the conclu- 
sion thatthe Divine Revelation, as it came from the 
hands of the divinely-inspired writers, was unmarred 
by mistakes in its historical narrations, or by errors in 
its doctrinal statements. 

2. Is it Scriptural ?—All our reasoning in opposition 
to this theory is vain if its authors can show that it is 
in accordance with the teaching of Scripture. This, 
however, they have not shown, and this they cannot 
show. When appeal is carried to the tribunal of the 
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Divine Word, the sentence is, a dismissal of the case 
on both its counts. ‘That Word pronounces the 
original Revelation, as originally recorded, absolutely 
infallible, even to its minutest clauses, and in harmony 
with this deliverance regarding the perfection of the 
Sacred Writings, gives no intimation of any ex post facto 
provision for the correction of mistakes in its history, 
or of errors in its doctrines. It is only by making a 
draft upon its teaching in regard to the agency of the 
Spirit in adlwmination that they can manage to give 
the theory a Scriptural cast. Taking advantage of the 
conceded and clearly revealed Scripture doctrine of 
spiritual illumination, ae confounding this most 
important doctrine with their own theory of a cor- 
rectional function of the Holy Ghost, they have 
managed to give an evantgelical cast to a theory of the 
agency of the Spirit in; the Revelation of the will of 
God to men, whose ge tendency is to unsettle the 
minds, and subvert the; faith of the people of God. 
The object of nat however, is not correctional. 
It is an indispensable \function of. the Holy Spirit 
in applying the Redemy/tion purchased by Christ, but 
the subject of it is ua the written Word. In the 
execution of this function the Divine Agent deals, not 
with the Word, but witlh the sinner himself, correlat- 
ively to the Word, ee his mind savinely 
in the knowledge of it and, in doing so, assures him 
that it is the Word of! God. The process is indeed 
correctional, but the sujbject of the correction is the 
sinner, who, apart from} this Divine illumination, can 
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neither receive nor know the things of the Spirit. 
Wherever this function of the Holy Ghost is referred 
to in the Scripture the subject of it is the sinner, and 
never the objective revelation. It is not what the 
Scriptures teach about the Kingdom of God which 
needs to be recast in order to attract the minds of 
men, but it is the sinner himself who needs to be born 
again before he can see it, or enter it. The darkness 
wherewith the god of this world hath blinded the 
minds of them that believe not is not dispelled by 
a revision of the truths of the Divine Revelation, 
but by the omnipotent agency of Him who commanded 
the light to shine out of darkness, whereby He shines 
in men’s hearts, giving the light of the knowledge of 
the glory of God in the face of Jesus Christ. 

3. In perfect accord with all this is the experience 
of the children of God, both in their passage from 
spiritual darkness and death to the light and life 
of the Gospel, and in their subsequent history as the 
subjects of an applied salvation. It is by means 
of the actual extant Revelation, as exhibited in the 
written Word, and not by a Revised Edition of it, 
eliminating discrepancies and mistakes, that the Holy 
Spirit convinces of sin, of righteousness, and of 
judgment, and carries forward the work of grace 
in the hearts of the regenerate. The commands to 
which the sinner is led to yield obedience, the threaten- 
ings at which he trembles, and “the promises of God 
for this life and that which is to come,” which he is 
enabled to embrace as his own inheritance in Christ, 
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are not disclosed to him through the medium of an 
expurgated edition of the Divine Word, against whose 
mistakes he has been put on his guard by the Holy 
Spirit in the exercise of a special emendatory function, 
which has for its object the rectification of the Record. 
The blemishes, which it seems to be the chief business 
and glory of the Newer Criticism to point out, have 
never for a moment engaged his thought, or if they 
have been suggested to him through the unsettling 
influences of the critiques of that critical school, they 
have been immediately lost sight of as soon as 
the eyes of his understanding have been opened 
to a right apprehension of his relations to the Divine 
law as revealed: from Sinai and illustrated from 
Calvary, and the suitableness and sufficiency of the 
remedy provided in Christ, as held forth in the 
divinely authenticated promises, as he has found them 
in a record which he unhesitatingly accepts, in its 
integrity, as the infallible Word of God. Introduce to 
a sinner, under conviction of sin, one of these “ newer 
critics,” and it is questionable whether the critic him- 
self would not be convinced of the impropriety 
and unseasonableness of the introduction. But how- 
ever the critic might feel, there can be no doubt of the 
character of the reception he would meet with from a 
man who, through the existing Record, under the 
illumination of the Holy Ghost, has been brought 
to see the exceeding sinfulness of sin, and has been 
awakened to a sense of his guilt and peril in presence 
of an omniscient, righteous God. Under the teaching 
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of the Spirit the sinner will brook no insinuations 
about mistakes in history, or errors in doctrine. He 
has been brought to his present state of spiritual 
distress or agony, by an enlightenment which has led 
him to take the Record as it stands, and he will spurn 
from him all such suggestions as these, as reflections 
upon the Word of Life and upon its Divine Author. 
And as it is in this initial stage of his spiritual 
history, so is it throughout the unfolding of his 
spiritual life, as he presses forward toward the mark 
for the prize of the high calling of God in Christ 
Jesus. All that the Spirit does within him He 
accomplishes through the instrumentality of the exist- 
ing Record, which He assures him is, in very deed, the 
Word of the living God which abideth for ever. The 
instrument by which the Spirit carries on the entire 
process is that Word which is quick and powerful, 
sharper than any two-edged sword, piercing even to 
the dividing asunder of soul and spirit, and of the 
joints and marrow, and proves itself, in His hand, a 
discerner of the thoughts and intents of the heart. 
Such is the instrument. employed, and, with all con- 
fidence, appeal may be made to Christian experience 
against the critical assumption that, in using it, the 
Holy Spirit does not avail Himself of the Record with- 
out distinction of parts, but guards and guides the 
subjects of His illuminating agency, so that His work 
is unmarred by the errors of the sacred writers. No 
Christian man is conscious of any such guidance in 
his devotional study of the Word of God. The faith 
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engendered by the Holy Spirit leads him to “ believe 
to be true whatsoever is revealed in the Word, for the 
authority of God speaking therein.” He believeth 
“all things which are written in the Law and in the 
Prophets,” and accepts as veritable parts of the one 
revelation, all placed on record by the apostles and 
evangelists under the New Testament Dispensation. 

It may not be out of place to examine the prin- 
ciples underlying the methodology of this new critical 
school. Its advocates are constantly charging the 
verbalists with proceeding upon a prior assumptions, 
and claiming, prior to all investigation of the facts, that 
a revelation coming from an infinitely wise God must 
be free from error. They challenge the warrant of 
any such assumption, and hold that the proper method 
of procedure is to examine the phenomena presented 
in the Revelation which God has given us. It is not 
necessary here to discuss the question as to whether 
the assumption charged against the verbalists, that a 
Divine Revelation must be free from error, or the 
assumption of the anti-verbalists that it may contain 
errors and yet be a sufficient rule of faith and practice, 
be the more in accordance with the character of God. 
Laying aside this question, issue is joined most gladly 
with our opponents on their own lines. They say we 
must examine the Record itself, and find out from itself 
What kind of a Bible God has given us. Thus far 
there is no disagreement, but just here the divergence 
begins. Our friends of the other side restrict the 
examination of the Record to what they regard as errors 
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both in doctrine and historical narratives, and finding, 
as they affirm, these mistakes in the present state of 
the text of Scripture, they draw the conclusion that 
such mistakes may have been in the original auto- 
graphs, and formulate the theory that a divine revela- 
tion must not necessarily be free from mistakes. Such 
is their method, and it is manifestly subject to very 
grave objections, 

1. In the first place, it proceeds upon the fallacy 
of an imperfect induction. It takes account of some 
of the phenomena, while it ignores and takes no note 
whatever of that great feature of the Record which 
most certainly must be all determining—viz., the 
constantly avowed claim of the Scriptures to be not the 
word of man, but the Word of God—a claim founded 
on the fact that they were written by men who were 
moved by the Holy Ghost. Instead of framing their 
theory of Inspiration in harmony with this claim put 
forth by the sacred writers, these friends turn their 
whole attention to alleged discrepancies and doctrinal 
errors, and historical mistakes, which they have dis- 
covered. In a word their methodology is based upon 
one of the most palpable of all logical fallacies—a 
narrow induction—a fallacy which, in this case, sets 





up a human inference against a positive Divine 
affirmation. 

2. It proceeds upon the assumption that the alleged 
discrepancies, etc., pointed out in the present text, 
were to be found in the original autographs as they 
came from the hands of the original writers. As 
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already shown, this is a groundless assumption, and 
cannot for a moment be entertained in presence of the 
positive claim of the Scriptures themselves to absolute 
infallibility in all their parts and in all their utter- 
ances, even to their minutest clauses—a claim which 
remains, as we have seen, unaffected by any change 
made by the critical scholarship of the nineteenth 
century in the recent revision of thé Sacred Text. 

3. It overlooks the fact that alleged discrepancies, 
which at one time perplexed conservative critics and 
were regarded by others as utterly irreconcilable, have 
been triumphantly reconciled by a riper scholarship. 
It is a rare thing to find a critic of this school who 
has the candour to allude to this achievement of a 
genuine critical scholarship. Is the studied silence of 
the school on this subject owing to the counsel it gives 
in regard to the modesty proper to our attitude toward 
the very few and very trivial unsolved critical problems 
which are still engaging the attention of critical 
scholars ? 

4, This critical method of dealing with the pheno- 
mena of the Scriptures must, if accepted, not only 
unsettle the minds of men regarding what is and what 
is not of Divine origin, but, if acted on, must invali- 
date their claim to infallibility altogether. There is no 
possibility of reconciling this claim with the conclu- 
Sions reached by this school. Their primary assump- 
tion, which they put forth as their solvent of all difficul- 
ties, that a Divine Revelation may contain mistakes and 
yet be a sufficient rule of faith and practice, is simply 
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a direct negation and repudiation of any such claim. 
It positively denies what the Scriptures themselves 
positively affirm. By assuming the possibility of 
mistakes in a Divine Revelation it denies that the 
inspiration of the Sacred Record extends to all its parts, 
while the revelation itself claims to have been recorded 
under an inspiration which pervades the entire Record 
from Genesis to the last book in the sacred Canon. 

5. This method of determining what the Scriptures 
teach is one which none but errorists adopt in regard 
to any other question of doctrine. In proceeding to 
ascertain what the Scripture doctrine of Justification 
is, or what the doctrine of the Atonement, or of 
Regeneration, or of Sanctification is, those who seek to 
know the truth on these subjects go at once to those 
passages of Scripture in which these doctrines are 
expressly discussed, or in which their nature is indi- 
cated by what is implied in their discussion of related 
doctrines. This method is both honest and scientific, 
but it is not the method adopted by our friends of this 
new critical school. They, like the doctrinal errorists, 
raise objections and point out difficulties which, they 
allege, justify them in rejecting this doctrine of an 
absolutely infallible inspiration extending to all parts 
and sections of Scripture. It seems never to occur to 
them that in saying this they are simply gainsaying 
the claims of the sacred writers and the testimony of 
the Holy Ghost. Let us hope that the eyes of these 
brethren may be opened to see the fatal issue of their 
critical principles, and that, abandoning them, they 
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may recognise the entire Record as the Word of God, 
and cease to disturb and distract the Churches of these 
and other lands. The divine signature, like the name 
of Phidias the sculptor, worked into the shield of 
Minerva, has been so inwrought into the very texture 
of the sacred writings that it cannot be exscinded or 
erased without destroying both the substance and the 
form of the entire Revelation. 


CHAPTER—-VI 
MOMERIE ON INSPIRATION.! 


NE of the greatest evils in the chief departments of 
thought in the present age is the inordinate love 

of generalisation, which leads its votaries to generalise 
on the basis of narrow inductions. It would be difficult 
to find a more striking illustration of this vice of our 
times than we have in this little volume of Professor 
Momerie’s. So far as it deals with the subject of 
Inspiration, it consists of hasty conclusions and sweep- 
ing, wholesale generalisations based on the most pal- 
pably inadequate premises. The aim of the author is 
to overthrow the immemorial doctrine of Christendom, 
regarding the nature and extent of the inspiration of 
the sacred writers, and to establish in its stead the 
doctrine of a universal inspiration, of which all men 
are partakers in a greater or less degree. He considers 
it inconsistent with the relation of God as the Creator 
of the world to hold that He has limited the gift of 
inspiration to some, while withholding it from others ; 
or to hold that inspiration “has nothing to do with the 
‘productions of art, with the discoveries of science, with 
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the meditations of the philosopher, with the labours of 
the philanthropist.” He represents the advocates of a 
genuine, distinctive inspiration, as believing that God 
“is a religious Being only, and never influences men 
except for the purpose of conveying religious instruc- 
tion.” 

On reading these statements one is at a loss to 
imagine on what authority they are made. Can their 
author point to any theologian of repute who enter- 
tains such views, or to any of the historical Churches 
of Christendom, Greek or Latin, Lutheran or Reformed, 
whose Creeds can be adduced in justification of such 
charges? On the contrary, they hold and insist on all 
that Professor Momerie here charges them with deny- 
ing. They hold that the Divine Logos, who, under 
the economy of Grace has been ordained as the Prophet 
of the Church, and specially anointed of the Holy 
Ghost for the execution of His prophetic functions, is 
also the source of light to “every man that cometh 
into the world,” and to the whole angelic host. He is 
the Author of Gabriel as well as of Adam; and there 
is no true wisdom now possessed by man, or possessed 
by the sages of antiquity, which has not come from 
Him “in whom are hidden all the treasures of wisdom 
and knowledge.” 

Professor Momerie endeavours to represent the 
orthodox view as the offspring of a narrow-minded, 
one-sided, illiberal, selfish and self-conceited concep- 
tion of the Divine character and relations; but the 
image he has conjured up has no existence save in 
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his own imagination. It is true in this case, as it 
is in all others, that the orthodox view can embrace 
all that is true in the rival theories advanced by its 
opponents, while it adds to them elements without 
which they cannot be accepted as adequate accounts 
of the facts with which they profess to deal. The 
advocates of the orthodox view of inspiration are 
under no necessity to deny the doctrine of the Divine 
immanence, or to deny that it is by the presence and 
agency of Him who created all things, visible and 
invisible, that all created things consist. This they 
hold, but at the same time they hold that above 
and beyond all this the Scriptures, which are the 
only reliable source of information on this subject, 
teach that God sustained a relation to the sacred 
writers which he sustained to no others. They teach 
that having bestowed upon them those gifts which He 
regarded as necessary to fit them for His gracious pur- 
pose, He, by His Holy Spirit, took possession of their 
entire spiritual being, utilising all these gifts for the 
communication of His will to men, so that what they 
wrote or spoke God spoke, for they spake as the Spirit 
gave them utterance. This fact is a sufficient answer 
to the argument against verbal inspiration from ob- 
served diversity of style, which Professor Momerie has 
here resurrected once more. It is just because the 
Holy Spirit took full possession of the men whom 
God had previously endowed with the peculiar gifts 
requisite for His purpose, and brought these qualities - 
into action in the production of the Sacred Record, 
IT 
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that the styles of the sacred writers are marked by 
the diversity which has been urged as an argument 
against a plenary inspiration, extending to the lan- 
guage employed. Those who advance this argument 
overlook the fact that these writers were created and 
endowed and trained by God with a view to the work 
they were to accomplish. Surely it must be manifest, 
on the slightest reflection, that in bestowing upon them 
diversity of gifts His design was to produce diversity of 
style, and that uniformity of style, under such an 
arrangement, was intentionally rendered impossible. 

But let us look more closely at our author’s theory, 
and at the arguments he advances in support of it. 
Strange to say, he finds the key which is to unlock the 
mystery of inspiration in the account given of the 
Divine action in the impartation of life to Adam. In 
that account we are told that God breathed into Adam’s 
nostrils the breath of life, and he became a living soul. 
“What the old Hebrew writer meant,” Professor Mo- 
merie says, “was simply that our being was derived 
from God’s—that it was in kind identical with God’s. 
kivery man,” he says, “is inspired; every man is him- 
self an inspiration; he has been, so to speak, begotten 
by God; he is the outcome of God; his real nature is 
in germ Divine.” 

In order to reconcile this theory of man’s nature and 
‘ origin with “the fact that there is such infinite diver- 
sity observable among men” our author emphasizes 
the phrase “in germ Divine.. The mind which any one 
possesses to start with,” he alleges, “is but the germ of 
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what it may eventually become. Its development is 
different in different individuals, so different that we 
are apt to forget their common origin. When com- 
pared with men of genius, average men seem common- 
place and undivine. It is the former only whom we 
should generally speak of as inspired. And even in 
their case we should not apply the word indiscrimin- 
ately to all they said and did, but we should restrict 
it to the most remarkable of their achievements” 
(p. 2). 

These sentences put us in possession of their author’s 
theory of inspiration, and place us in a position to 
judge of its claims. There is no mistaking of his idea, 
either as regards the origin or the extent of it. It has 
its well-spring in man’s nature, and is as wide as the 
human race. Man,.as man, is inspired because he is, 
in virtue of his origin and his relation to the fountain 
whence his being has flowed, himself an inspiration of 
the Almighty. 

Such is the theory; what about the basis on which 
its author has founded it? Its sole foundation is, as 
already intimated, the passage in Genesis which repre- 
sents God as breathing into man’s nostrils the breath 
of life, and thus constituting him a living soul. It is 
true there are three additional passages placed along- 
side of it as constituting with it an apparent warrant 
for the doctrine avowed. It is, however, also true that 
the text from Genesis, as interpreted above, rules the 
other texts, and the ruling is such as to neutralise and 
set at naught their testimony—a testimony which, on 
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any fair interpretation, is absolutely subversive of the 
author’s doctrine. 

Here then is the first illustration of the vice of a 
narrow and exceedingly misleading induction. He has 
taken a passage from the second chapter of the first 
book in the Bible—a passage, too, in which the sub- 
ject he is treating of is manifestly not before the mind 
of the sacred writer, and he insists on making it the 
standard by which other passages, in which the subject 
he professes to be discussing holds a foremost place, 
shall be interpreted. It is surely unnecessary to 
criticise the exegetical principle underlying this pro- 
cedure. The author speaks of “the evolution of the 
Bible.” It may be asked, is it in accordance with the 
theory of evolution to form our conception of the 
mature organism from what we know of the mysterious 
undeveloped germ? Is it by studying their primary 
life-cells that biologists manage to describe with accu- 
racy, and classify the different forms of earth’s fawna 
and flora? Are we accustomed to proceed as our 
author has done in this case, in the case of any other 
doctrine of Holy Writ? Do we frame our views of the 
Godhead by what is revealed regarding the Divine 
nature in the first or second chapter of Genesis? It 
is one of the strongest proofs of the inspiration of the 
sacred writers that there is nothing on record in the 
earlier books of the Bible—books composed in the 
very dawn of revelation—which is not found to be in 
harmony with the fullest disclosures of the subsequent 
books. We do not, however, begin with the earlier 
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and obscure, and make them regulate our interpreta- 
tions of the latter and more lucid. A competent 
exegete. will begin at the other end; he will take up 
those portions of Scripture in which the subject of his 
study is formally treated and expounded, and he will 
base his doctrinal conclusions on these. Having done 
this, he will take their clear utterances as guides in 
the interpretation of such references to the same sub- 
ject as he may find in the earlier revelation. 

This is just what our author has not done. He 
begins with Genesis—with the earliest sacred writing 
in existence—and from it, in the face of his own 
evolutionary principles, formulates his theory of in- 
spiration. He makes Genesis regulate all that the 
New Testament writers have placed on record regard- 
ing the subject he has chosen to discuss. 

But what are we to think of the theology evolved 
from this “old Hebrew writer” by such exegesis ? 
According to our author, it was no mere breath of his 
lungs that Adam received from his Creator. His 
being was derived from God’s being, and was identical 
in kind with it, and was truly Divine in germ. This 
is certainly an exalted view of man’s nature; a little 
too exalted for acceptance by those who have anything 
like just conceptions of the Divine nature and who 
take into account the history of our fallen race. It is 
true the author says that man’s nature is only the same 
in kind with God’s; but if, as he says, man’s being was 
derived from God’s being, it must be the same i sub- 
stance with the Divine essence. It cannot be regarded, 
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if we are to accept our author’s account of its produc- 
tion, as simply homotousios, but must be recognised as 
homoousios, with the fountain whence it flowed. If we 
accept this account of man’s origin, we must believe 
that the Divine essence is capable of fission or segmen- 
tation, or that it can be broken up in portions and dis- 
tributed among finite moral agents; and that, as this 
process is still in progress, the Divine essence is under- 
going perpetual and incessant curtailment. Surely no 
one possessed of just views of the Divine nature, and 
of the relations which God sustains to the creatures of 
His hand, will entertain any such theory when its 
irreverent implications are understood. The transfor- 
mation, or the transfusion of the Divine essence into a 
finite moral nature must be regarded as an impossi- 
bility, and is beset with all the insurmountable difficul- 
ties which attach to the doctrines of consubstantiation 
or transubstantiation. 

Viewed in the light of human history, the theory 
wears a very offensive aspect. The portion of the 
Divine essence imparted by the creative act to Adam 
rebelled against its fontal source, and from him have 
sprung a race of moral agents who, although possess- 
ing portions of that same essence as truly as Adam 
did, give evidence of like alienation from God. Are 
we to believe that all are simply so many incarnations 
‘of portions of the Divine essence and inspirations of 
the Almighty ? 

Our author, as we have seen, has only reached his 
second page when he feels constrained to abate and 
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modify his theory. “When compared with men of 
genius,” he says, “average men seem commonplace 
and undivine. It is the former only whom we 
should generally speak of as inspired. And even 
in their case we should not apply the word indis- 
criminately to all they said and did, but we should 
restrict it to the most remarkable of their achieve- 
ments.” 

Well, these are considerable abatements of the 
claims advanced for humanity. In the first place, 
while, according to the interpretation given by our 
author to his normal, regulative text, every son of 
Adam, as truly as Adam himself, is possessed of a 
portion of the Divine essence which constitutes him 
an incarnate Divine inspiration, it is only a certain 
select few, styled men of genius, “whom we should 
generally speak of as inspired.” And, in the second 


” 


place, “even in their case,” we are to exercise caution, 
and restrict the word inspired “to the most remark- 
able of their achievements !” 

Now these abatements are manifestly devised to 
help the theory through the ordeal of the crucial 
test of fact which the author must have seen loom- 
ing even through, and in despite of, the haze of this 
semi-pantheistic speculation. We cannot, however, 
allow our theorist to subject his theory to such 
illogical shrinkage. He has laid down his funda- 
mental principle in a literal interpretation of the 
Divine action in the creation of man, and by that 
principle, with all its legitimate consequences, he must 
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abide. That principle may admit of a greater or less 
degree of inspiration (if we can imagine one portion of 
the Divine essence as better informed than another), 
according to the measure of the Divine essence im- 
parted in the particular case; but in every case, 
wherever that essence is, and in whatever measure 
possessed, there inspiration is, and cannot, without 
doing despite to the divinity enshrined within, be 
treated with indifference as unworthy of recognition, 
or hearkened to in some of its utterances or doings, 
while in its other activities no account whatever is to 
be taken of anything it says or does! Having got 
hold of the principle that inspiration implies the 
possession of the very essence of God, and having seen 
that our author not only holds this, but claims that 
man, as man, possesses this essence, we must go 
through with these inseparable cognate principles, 
and hold that every individual of the race, in all 
lands and in all times, has been possessed of the 
great gift of a portion of the Divine essence—a 
portion constituting his personal being—and _ of its 
necessary adjunct, a truly Divine inspiration. Our 
author must admit this or abandon his theory. He 
cannot be permitted to make his own selections out of 
the human family and claim that the word « inspired ” 
is to be restricted to these. His fundamental is irre- 
concilable with any such restriction, and, of necessity, 
carries with it the doctrine of a universal inspiration 
—the inspiration of the most degraded tribes of 
“the dark continent” as truly, though not in the 
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same degree, as the most enlightened nations of the 
earth. 

But even with the limitation of the term “inspired” 
to men of genius, there is still a grave difficulty to be 
encountered. The men who have been recognised as 
men of genius, whether-in ancient or in modern times, 
have not been of one mind in regard to things which 
it most concerns man to know. On the contrary, 
their speculations respecting the soul, the universe, 
or God, have been of the most conflicting character, 
Not only of the sages of Greece or of Rome, but of 
the philosophers of modern times, even up to our own 
day, may it be said, that by their wisdom they knew 
not God, and have been in irreconcilable conflict with 
one another. Is it not manifest that these great facts 
which are engraven, as with a pen of iron, on the face 
of human history warrant us in rejecting the theory 
which claims for men of genius the high prerogatives 
of a Divine inspiration ? 

There is, besides, a still more serious aspect of this 
theory which must not be overlooked. If all men are 
partakers of a portion of the Divine essence, or of a 
“Dwine germ” as our author puts it, the question 
very naturally arises, How comes it to pass that in 
every instance in the history of our race, with the 
one exception of our Divine Redeemer, this germ 
develops in a wofully wrong direction. Even the 
author of cece Homo, who certainly cannot be 
charged with any. peculiarly orthodox leanings, 
acknowledges that holiness is so rare a character- 
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istic of man that, in the whole history of the race, 
there have not been more than one or two, if 
any, instances of what could be regarded as genuine 
holiness, 

Now this one fact is fatal to the theory. A germ 
that uniformly develops in an evil direction must, in 
its native character, be evil, and consequently cannot, 
without grave offence against the Most Holy, be 
regarded as a portion of His essence. Our author 
seems to overlook this great and awfully momentous 
fact—a fact to which the Word of God bears constant 
testimony—that man “is indisposed, disabled and 
made opposite to all spiritual good,’ and is, as the 
Articles of the Church of England put it, “ very far 
gone from original righteousness (ab originali Justitia 
quam longissime distet), and is of his own nature 
inclined to evil.” This could not be said, in truth, 
if man in his very essence were neither more nor less 
than a portion of the immaculate essence of Deity. 
Had our author kept this teaching of the Bible and 
of all human history before his mind, he would never 
have thought of exalting our fallen nature into the 
exalted position claimed for it in this volume. He 
would have seen that men whose hearts are at enmity 
against God, and are not subject, and cannot be sub- 
ject to His law, are not in a position to think rightly 
‘of Him, or to instruct others in regard to His attri- 
butes or His relations to men. Any one who will 
accept what the Scriptures and all human history 
teach regarding the native darkness of the human 
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mind respecting Divine things, must be constrained 
to confess that, apart from a supernatural revelation, 
such as this author utterly ignores, and apart from a 
supernatural agency put forth on the original re- 
cipients of it in communicating the revelation received 
by them to their fellow-men, there had been no true 
knowledge of the one only living and true God pos- 
sessed by our race. 

Indeed, the fact is that, although men entered 
originally upon their career with accurate concep- 
tions of God, they did not like to retain God in 
their thoughts, and changed the truth of God into a 
lie, and worshipped and served the creature more than 
the Creator, who is blessed for ever. The Apostle 
Paul, in his Epistle to the Romans, gives a full 
sketch of the process of degradation through which 
men passed in their conceptions of God, and he 
assumes that his sketch was true, not only at Rome, 
but throughout the Gentile and Jewish world—true 
of all nations however cultured; and, on the face 
of it, the verdict it gives out is that there is no re- 
cuperative spiritual capacity in men to recover the 
knowledge of God once possessed by them, but which, 
because they did not like to retain it, they have cast 
behind their backs or trodden under foot. It is idle 
to glorify human nature as our author has done, and 
to claim for it an inspiration as extensive as the race 
itself. No man can hold with Paul in his estimate of 
man, and at the same time accept Professor Momerie’s 
estimate. Holding as Christian men must with the 
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great Apostle of the Gentiles they must reject the 
speculations of any man who claims for human nature, 
in its fallen estate, and apart from the immediate and 
supernatural agency of the Holy Ghost, capacity to 
acquire such knowledge of God as will make its pos- 
sessor wise unto salvation or fit him for communica- 
ting infallibly that knowledge to others. 

In these sermons, which are simply an attack upon 
the Word of God, Professor Momerie adopts the usual 
very unfair, and utterly unphilosophical, method of dis- 
cussion. He begins with the objections commonly 
urged against the orthodox doctrine, and from these 
he constructs his theory. Instead of collecting to- 
gether and analysing the great facts presented in 
the Scriptures, and the claims advanced by the 
sacred writers themselves, he culls out such apparent 
discrepancies as he thinks most striking, and parades 
these as proofs of the fallibility of the Sacred Record, 
and consequently of the lack of inspiration on the 
part of its authors. A scientist or a philosopher who 
would proceed in this fashion in dealing with the 
phenomena of matter or of mind would be disowned 
by the science of the age, and would find himself 
treated as a mere sciolist. Common sense as well 
as common honesty, not to speak of science, demands 
a very different course. A truly scientific mode of 
‘procedure will take all the facts into account, and 
from these, fully and fairly considered, will evolve 
its theory. When this has been done it will take 
up those incidental features of the phenomena which 
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seem at variance with the conclusions reached, and 
will weigh and estimate them at their proper value; 
but it will never allow the incidental, however un- 
accountable it may appear in the present state of 
knowledge, to overbear the concurrent testimony of 
the great body of facts by which the theory evolved 
has been suggested, and by which it has been con- 
firmed and justified. The reverent student of the 
Word will feel greatly strengthened in his conviction 
regarding the wisdom and the righteousness of this 
course when he calls to remembrance the numerous 
alleged irreconcilable discrepancies that have been 
satisfactorily explained by the progress of scholarly 
investigation. As it has been in the past, he will 
naturally conclude, so it may be in the future: 
increase of knowledge may solve problems over which 
a less competent scholarship has laboured in vain. 

As specimens of the discrepancies selected, or, as 
the author calls them, palpable contradictions, the 
following from the first two chapters of Genesis may 
suffice. “In chapter first the birds and beasts,” he 
says, “were created before man. In the second, man 
is created before the birds and beasts... .. In the 
first, man and woman are created together, as the 
closing and completing work of the whole creation ; 
created also, as is evidently implied, in the same kind 
of way, to be the complement of one another; and 
thus created, they are blessed together. In the second 
(ii, 7, 8, 15, 22), the beasts and birds are created 
between the man and the woman. First the man is 
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made of the dust of the ground, and is placed by 
himself in the garden; then the beasts and the birds 
are made, and the man gives them names; and lastly, 
after all this, the woman is made out of one of his 
ribs, not as the complement, but only as a helpmate 
for the man. The Biblical account of the Creation, 
therefore, is erroneous, not only because it contradicts 
the teaching of science, but because it contradicts itself.” 
Now it is a canon of fair criticism that a writer be 
credited with the measure of intelligence which his 
work displays. It is also universally acknowledged 
that the writer, or, if you choose, the writers, of these 
two chapters must be credited with no ordinary 
measure of intelligence. The subject dealt with is 
one of the sublimest ever touched by man—the origin 
of the universe—and it is confessed, as confessed it 
must: be, that although the account was penned away 
in the dawn of letters, there is not a sentence that is 
not in keeping with its august theme. Its merits and 
native grandeur can only be seen in its unapproachable 
majesty when it is placed side by side with the crude 
cosmogonies of the heathen, or the cosmogony of 
Professor Huxley, who evolves out of blind force the 
conscious intellect and will of man. 
Bearing these facts in mind, are we to believe that 
a writer possessing the range of intelligence revealed 
‘in this narrative of creation would contradict himself 
within the compass of these two brief chapters, or that 
even a “redactor,” gifted as this one must have been, 
would be guilty of placing two contradictory narratives 
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in such close connection that their incongruity and 
‘mutual antagonism, if we are to credit Professor 
Momerie and Dr. Dods and Professor Huxley, must 
stare the reader in the face? Surely it is but due to 
the Record to seek some explanation which may save 
the intelligence of the sacred writer from being 
sacrificed at the shrine of such ruthless, unbridled 
criticism. Such explanation is not far to seek. In 
the first place, as has been pointed out again and 
again, the account given in the first chapter is generic, 
while that given in the second is specific and detailed. 
The first tells us that God created man, male and 
female, after His own image, and blessed them, the 
man and the woman. Here we have the general 
statement without any attempt at detail. We are not 
told, as Professor Momerie alleges, that He created 
them together, nor are we informed regarding the 
material out of which either of them was fashioned. 
For aught that this account states they may have 
been created separately, and formed out of different 
materials. If any other account says they were so 
created, there is nothing in this account to contradict 
it.. In the second chapter the details, for which the 
general statement leaves ample room, are given, and 
we are informed that the man was created from the 
dust of the ground, and that the woman was formed 
out of a rib taken from his side ; just as Paul put it, the 
woman is of the man and for the man (1 Cor. xi. 8, 9). 

But how are: we to reconcile the account which 
represents the birds and beasts as created before man 
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with the account which represents man as created 
before the birds and beasts? In view of the manifest 
intelligence of the narrator we are certainly justified 
in seeking and accepting any reasonable explanation 
before charging him with what Professors Momerie and 
Dods represent as a positive contradiction. This ex- 
planation is at hand and is very simple. The ground 
of the apparent discrepancy is in the English translation, 
and not in the Hebrew original. If instead of rendering 
the verb 78? in the imperfect, as our translators have 
done, we render it in the pluperfect, the discrepancy 
disappears, and the two narratives are in perfect accord. 
Instead of representing the narrator as saying that 
“The Lord God created every beast of the field and 
every fowl of the heavens, and brought them to the 
man,’ the passage would then read, “Now the Lord 
God had created every beast of the field and every 
fowl of the heavens, and he brought them to the man.” 
This passage is so rendered in Rabbi Leeseyr’s transla- 
tion of the Old Testament, and such change of tense, 
in translating it, is recognised by Bush and Delitzsch 
as grammatically just. 

We have, moreover, an analogous case in the 
accounts given of the recovery of Hezekiah in 2 Kings 
xx. 7 and in Isaiah xxxviii. 21. In the former passage 
Isaiah is represented as giving instructions about 
‘placing the figs on the boil before the king’s recovery, 
while in the latter the prophet’s instruction about the 
figs is not mentioned until the narrative of his recovery, 
together with a copy of his song of thanksgiving, has 
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been placed on record. This apparent discrepancy in 
the order of these incidents has been obviated by our 
translators, who have rendered the same Hebrew verb 
WS, which occurs in both passages in the same Hebrew 
tense, by different tenses in English. In Kings the 
translation is, “And Isaiah said take a cake of figs, 
and they took and laid it on the boil, and he recovered.” 
In Isaiah the rendering is, “ Now Isaiah had said, let 
them take a cake of figs and lay it for a plaister upon 
the boil, and he shall recover.” Indeed, in these two 
narratives we have a twofold illustration of the way 
in which our translators have proceeded in turning 
Hebrew tenses into English. In Kings, as rendered 
by them, the 8th verse reads, “And Hezekiah said 
unto Isaiah, What shall the sign be that I shall go up 
unto the house of the Lord?” In Isaiah the same 
verse with the same verb 72, in the same tense, is 
rendered thus, “Hezekiah also had said, What is the 
sign,” etc. 

Now by this simple and truly grammatical expedient 
our translators have avoided the creation of an apparent 
discrepancy in these narratives of Hezekiah’s recovery, 
and we have never heard of a Hebrew scholar who 
has ventured to question the grammatical propriety of 
their procedure. Their solution of the apparent dis- 
crepancy of these two narratives is ours in regard to 
the discrepancy which Professors Momerie and Dods 
have charged upon the accounts of Creation as given in 
the first two chapters of Genesis. A change of tense 


in the.translation is all that is needed. 
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CHAPTER. Vil. 
DR DODS’ ST. GILES SERMON. 


HIS sermon, delivered on the last Sabbath in 
September, may be accepted as representing the 
views of a large number of ministers in the Churches 
of Scotland. The aim of the preacher on the occasion, 
which is the aim of the school of which he is the 
recognised leader, is good and laudable. His sermon 
was, in the main, a recast of the paper read by him 
before the late Presbyterian Council in London, and 
the avowed object in both was to remove obstacles 
which, in his opinion, stood in the way of inquirers 
into the claims of Christianity, who cannot accept its 
teachings as hitherto formulated by the Churches of 
Christendom. At least this is the apology set up for 
Dr. Dods by his friends, as it was the apology put 
forward on behalf of Professor Robertson Smith some 
years ago. In a word, the sermon is to be regarded 
as apologetic, and as launched on new homiletic lines. 
The obstacles singled out and marked for modifica- 
‘tion by the preacher are certainly, in the estimation of 
most Christian people, of no trifling importance. They 
are no less than the Deity of Christ, the doctrine of 


the Atonement, and the infallibility of the Bible. 
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These doctrines, as commonly set forth in the creeds 
of Christendom, the preacher held, were not essential 
to salvation. 

One feels reluctant to discuss the ethical aspects of 
Dr. Dods’ action in this arraignment of doctrines he 
had subscribed, both as a minister and a professor, and 
for the defence and maintenance of which he had been 
solemnly inducted into the office he holds as an 
instructor of the future ministry of the Free Church 
of Scotland. Passing over this aspect of the procedure, 
it is proposed to treat the sermon as an apologetic, and 
to examine its claims in the hght of Scripture, raising 
the following questions :— 

1. What authority have the expounders of Christi- 
anity for modifying doctrines clearly revealed in the. 
Bible, for the purpose of conciliating those who cannot 
accept them as given there ? 

2. What warrant is there for the particular modi- 
fications proposed by Dr. Dods ? 

These are certainly not unreasonable questions, and 
the first question should undoubtedly have been dealt 
with in St. Giles before the preacher proceeded with 
any detailed scheme of modification. His. right to 
modify he seems to have never thought of questioning. 
He regarded himself as justified in modifying every 
doctrine within the analogy of the faith, provided he 
might thereby disarm opposition, and draw an inquirer 
on to his own higher platform of Christian truth. 

1. Now just here, on the very threshold of this 
discussion, issue is joined with this mediating Scottish 
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theology. The ground taken in opposition to it is, 
that it is utterly destitute of Scriptural warrant. Any 
detailed examination or refutation of its claims is 
entirely gratuitous, as it has no claim whatever to a 
hearing, and has no right to plead. All that is 
necessary is to show that it claims the right of dealing 
with revealed truth in a way in which neither prophets, 
nor apostles, nor even Christ Himself, ever undertook 
to treat it. The men of the Old Dispensation, who 
were constituted the depositaries of Revelation, and 
commissioned to communicate its truths to others, 
spake as they were moved by the Holy Ghost, and 
never in any emergency, even when in peril of their 
lives, ventured to modify their messages, however 
unacceptable those messages might be to those whom 
they addressed. Whether urged by king or courtier, 
or by the mass of their countrymen, to attemper their 
communications to the temper of their times, their 
answer was in accordance with the terms of their 
commission, “ What the Lord saith, that will we speak 
whether men will hear, or whether they will forbear.” 
In like manner, even the eternal Logos limited Himself 
to the language of the message of mercy He was sent 
to deliver. “TI speak not,’ He says, “from myself ; 
but the Father which hath sent me, He hath given me 
a commandment, what I should say and what I should 
speak, And I know that His commandment is eternal 
life; the things therefore which I speak, even as the 
Father said unto me, so I speak” (John xii, 49, 50). 
In John xvii. 8, He claims to have given to His 
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disciples the words which the Father had given 
Him. 

One of the most remarkable proofs of His recognition 
of His ministerial relation to the messages He was 
commissioned to deliver, occurs in connection with the 
letters which He instructed John to write to the Seven 
Churches in Asia. Although He is personally present, 
and giving utterance with His own voice to the 
communications which His servant is commanded to 
make, He, nevertheless, closes each letter with an 
acknowledgment of the Spirit’s agency in its composi- 
tion, and recognises Him as its immediate author. 
The ever-recurring refrain is, “He that hath an ear, 
let him hear what the Spirit saith to the churches” 
(Rey. 1. i.). This refrain, it would seem, was added 
as an admonition not only to the Churches of Asia, 
but to the Churches of all lands and of all time; and 
the wisdom of the utterance and record of it is receiving 
fresh proof in the land of Knox and Melville, and 
Chalmers and Cunningham and Candlish in our own 
days. If the divine Logos regarded the messages He 
delivered as the offspring of the inspiration of the 
Holy Ghost, as this refrain proves He did, one would 
think that the ears of the men who claim authority to 
modify these messages might well tingle at the 
utterance of it through the medium of the inspired 
Word. 

These statements of our Lord regarding the ultimate 
source and authority and detailed definiteness of the 
revelation He was commissioned to make known, 


150 THE NEW APOLOGETIC, 


warrant the conclusion that He intended to identify 
Himself with that prophet whose rise was promised by 
God to Moses, and through Moses to Israel (Deut. 
xviii. 15-19): “A Prophet shall the Lord thy God 
raise up unto thee from the midst of thy brethren like 
unto me; unto Him shall ye hearken. . . . I will put 
my words in His mouth, and He shall speak unto 
them all that I shall command Him. And it shall 
come to pass that the man who will not hearken to 
my words which He shall speak in my name, I will 
require it of him.” The context proves that the 
prophet was to be a mediator as well as a prophet, 
and the consequences attached to the rejection of His 
mediation are significant of His pre-eminent rank, and 
justify its application to Christ. 

Such was the great normal prophecy designed to 
indicate the source whence all the true prophets of 
Israel drew their inspiration, and the relation they 
sustained to the messages they bore; but it was 
in Christ alone that it had its complete fulfilment, 
and He, as well as they, recognised it as the law 
of the prophetic function, both as regarded the matter 
and the form of the mysteries He was commissioned 
to reveal. In presence of this prophetic norm, the 
claims of these Scottish Illuminati are as defective in 
reverence as they are lacking in modesty. While all 
‘the prophets, including Christ Himself, kept strictly to 
the letter of their commission, these brethren claim the 
right to recompose the Sacred Record, and to modify 
and reconstruct the economy of Redemption. Such is 
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the outcome of the Newer Criticism which demands 
free scope in the theological chairs of Presbyterian 
Christendom. 

In John x. there occurs a fine illustration of Christ’s 
adherence to this authoritative rule. We are there 
told that the Jews took up stones again and again 
to stone Him, because of the doctrines He preached, 
and yet in the face of their opposition and manifested 
wrath He reiterated the very doctrines that had 
awakened in their breasts the fell purpose of putting 
Him to death. The pertinence of this reference to the 
question under consideration will be seen at once on 
turning to this very graphic narrative; for the passage 
contains at least two of the doctrines which Dr. Dods 
has singled out for modification. These two are the 
Deity of Christ, and the substitutionary character of 
His death. The men with whom He was dealing, 
like the men with whom Dr. Dods professes to be 
dealing, took deep offence at the utterance of these 
doctrines, and were so provoked that they meditated 
His murder. His Deity and His cross are an offence 
now, as they were then, and these brethren will 
cause the offence to cease by the adoption of a new 
homiletic which is ready to ignore, or to hold 
in abeyance His divine rank, and to reduce His 
redemptive work to that of a mere Socinian ¢néer- 
nuncwus. 

It is hardly necessary to ask, “How would the 
representatives of this mediating Scottish theology 
have borne themselves, had they been face to face 
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with the men who frowned their vengeance upon our 
Lord?” Would they have acted as He did ? Certainly 
not if they carried out their own mediating, accommo- 
dating homiletical principle. On the contrary, they 
would have said, “ Gentlemen, we shall not insist upon. 
your acceptance of these doctrines as we have just now 
stated them. We shall not ask you to accept Christ 
as the Son of God, or by such language suggest His 
Divinity; nor shall we quarrel with you, or throw 
obstacles in your way, by insisting upon those forms of 
statement which seem to teach that He died in the 
room and for the redemption of His sheep.” Such 
must, in substance, have been their method of quelling 
the tumult created by the language of the Master. 
Such, however, was not Christ’s method of dealing with 
those who refused to accept His doctrines, There 
is no instance on record of His modifying His state- 
ments to the extent of one jot or tittle. On the 
contrary, He reiterated them without the slighest 
abatement, just as He reiterated the Moral Law, 
though He knew that the carnal mind. was enmity 
against it, and could not be subject to it, 

So far, then, as Christ’s example is concerned, it 
furnishes no warrant for the modification of divine 
truth in order to conciliate an opponent, or to prepare 
his mind for the eventual acceptance of the doctrine 
in its original unmodified form. The example set by 
Him, in whom are hidden all the treasures of wisdom 
and knowledge, is sufficient to condemn, as arrogant 
folly and disloyalty to the truth, any attempt to abate 
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or attenuate the doctrines He proclaimed, whether in 
person or through the agency of His servants. 

Nor did His Spirit-inspired apostles venture to deal 
otherwise with the mysteries of which they were the 
appointed stewards. We have an eminent illustration 
of their adherence to the terms of their trust in the 
case of the great Apostle of the Gentiles, who was 
certainly as competent as any member of the New 
Scottish Theological School, to recast or modify 
the things given him by the Spirit of God. His 
defence against his Corinthian critics is, that he was 
not at liberty to treat, as they desired, the mysteries 
which had been hidden in the mind of God from 
all eternity, or to adjust them to the spirit of the 
- times, or to the wisdom of the age, or to clothe them 
in terms other than those given by the Spirit by whom 
they had been revealed. In Paul’s opinion, so far is 
man from being competent to modify these things 
of the Spirit, that even when they are stated to him in 
language inspired by their Author, he can neither 
receive nor know them until he is regenerated by the 
Holy Ghost. So strenuously did he hold to this rule 
that he determined, despite the remonstrance and 
criticisms of these Corinthians, to know nothing 
among them save Jesus Christ and Him crucified; and 
although he knew that such doctrine was a stum- 
bling-block to the Jew and foolishness to the Greek, 
he persisted in proclaiming it as the power and 
the wisdom of God. And when he reviews his 
ministry at Corinth and gives a summary of his 
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teaching, as he does 1 Cor. xv., he specifies two of the 
doctrines which our friends are quite prepared, pro- 
visionally at least, to forego, as the sum and substance 
of his preaching—viz. the substitutionary death of 
Christ for our sins and His resurrection on the third 
day. Dr. Dods is quite prepared to treat as a Christian 
one who believes neither of these doctrines which it 
was Paul’s glory to proclaim. He may deny that God 
needed to be propitiated, and he may believe that 
Christ was a mere man, and that He still lies in His 
grave in a lone Syrian town; and yet this brother, the 
recognised leader of the new theology, now claiming a 
locus standi in Scotland, will take him by the hand as 
in possession of the faith of a true Christian—imma- 
ture, it is true, but still, even with this minimum of 
belief, a true Christian! Certainly Paul’s preaching 
would not pass muster with this school, and it is 
equally certain that their preaching would not, if the 
St. Giles sermon is a fair specimen of it, have passed 
muster with Paul. “The offence of the cross has 
ceased ” from their homiletics. 

2, But let us, in the second place, examine more 
closely than we have yet done the question regarding 
the actual modification of divine truth for which Dr. 
Dods and his brethren are prepared. Pre-eminent on 
the list stands the deity of our Lord. This doctrine is 
‘not one of Dr. Dods’ essentials. “Nor was belief in 
Christ’s divinity,” he said, “ essential to a true Christian, 
although to a mature Christian it was.” As we have 
seen, he will accept a faith which apprehends in 
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Christ nothing beyond a merely human nature, and 
which does not believe that He has yet risen from the 
dead. Despite what Christ told Peter, that upon the 
doctrine of His divine Sonship he would build His 
Church—a man who has no faith in His divine Son- 
ship may be built in as a living stone in this living 
temple. The men of this New School will be content, 
in the meantime, if he will prosecute the very lowest 
grade of the Socinian curriculum, and in the very hour: 
of his matriculation they will hail him as a Christian. 
brother, won over by this new evangelistic homiletic: 
expedient to the faith of a true disciple of Christ ; 
that is, they will accept as a true disciple of Christ a 
man who denies His claims to divinity—claims for the 
denial of which the Jewish nation was cut off and 
rejected of God! They cannot, it is true, as they 
confess, understand how such views of Christ can 
consist with trust in His power to save, but, neverthe- 
less, they will accept the man who holds them and 
treat him as a Christian brother ! 

Now this treatment of an immortal soul merits 
from all Christian men the direst condemnation. Will 
these liberal theological revolutionists, some of whom. 
admit and boast that their theology has undergone a. 
transfiguration—the transfigured theology being thati 
set forth in the Westminster Standards, which they 
signed prior to its transfiguration as the symbol of 
their faith—will these brethren read what Paul says 
in 1 Cor. xv. about the consequences of believing that 
Christ is still in His grave. “If Christ,” he says, 
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“hath not been raised, then is our preaching vain 
(enon), and your faith is also vain (mataia, empty, 
fruitless); ye are yet in your sins. Then they also 
who are fallen asleep in Christ are perished.” The 
preacher who tells a man that he may have the true 
faith of a Christian, though he holds that Christ has 
not been raised from the dead, may well tremble as he 
reads this language of the apostle. If we are to credit 
the apostle, the man whom these brethren are regarding 
and treating as an immature yet true Christian, is yet 
in his sins, and, if he dies in such faith, shall perish; 
while they, in their mistaken charity, are confirming 
him in the persuasion that he is perfectly safe. By all 
the tremendous issues that hang upon the fleeting 
hours of this uncertain earthly life, we call upon these 
friends to abandon such unscriptural tampering with 
the eternal interests of their fellow-men. 

But what are we to say of the claim underlying 
such homiletics? What about the authority of a 
preacher to take the ground, in his addresses to 
sinners, that while the Scriptures, as he confesses, pro- 
claim the Deity of Christ, he will not insist upon the 
acceptance of their testimony on this point, but will be 
content if they will regard Him as a mere man, provided 
they “will make him practically their God by looking 
to Him for spiritual life, and by giving themselves to 
Him as their absolute Lord and Ruler?” For such 
homiletical expedient in the presentation of the gospel 
to men, there is not one particle of authority in the 
Word of God. On the contrary, the apostles and 
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evangelists put His Deity in the fore-front of their 
account of His Gospel. According to Matthew, chap. 
i. 21, Jesus was the predicted Emmanuel, God with 
us. Mark’s first sentences proclaim His Deity and 
identify Him with the Jehovah whom the Baptist was 
to introduce. Luke, in his first chapter, follows the 
same homiletic, proclaiming Him the Son of God, and 
the Jehovah for whom the Baptist was to prepare the 
way. John opens his Gospel with the sublime utter- 
ance, “In the beginning was the Word, and the Word 
was with God, and the Word was God.” Paul puts 
His Deity into the preface of his Epistle to the 
Romans. While he affirms His humanity, as made of 
the seed of David according to the flesh, he is careful 
to assert His divinity as declared by His resurrection 
from the dead, as he does afterwards (chap. ix. 5), 
when speaking of His descent from the fathers, accord- 
ing to the flesh, pronouncing Him to be “ God over 
all, blessed for ever.” 

These examples may suffice. The apostles and 
evangelists manifestly had no idea that they were 
throwing stumbling-blocks in the way of inquirers, by 
putting into the foreground the claims of the Messiah 
they preached to be recognised as the Emmanuel, the 
Son of God, and the Jehovah. But, then, the New 
Apologetic homiletic had not been invented in their 
day. 

Besides, the Scriptures not only assume, but ex- 
pressly teach, that no man is in possession of spiritual 
life whose eyes have not been opened by a power such 
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as was brought into exercise in the creation of light, 
and that such is the divine expedient for bringing men, 
whose eyes have been blinded, and whose hearts have 
been hardened by the god of this world, to apprehend 
the light of the knowledge of the glory of God in the 
face of Jesus Christ. Until men are born again they 
cannot see the Kingdom of God, nor can they appre- 
hend in the man Christ Jesus attributes or prerogatives 
justifying them in accepting Him as the Lord and 
Ruler of their lives. As soon, however, as the sinner 
has Christ disclosed to him, as entitled to claim 
authority over him as Lord and Ruler, he must, of 
necessity, and in virtue of the new life imparted in his 
spiritual birth, cease to look upon him as a mere man. 
His very first impulse—an impulse begotten of the 
divine Spirit—is to fall down and worship Him. 
Such action would be both irrational and idolatrous 
if the agent in the case regarded Christ as a mere 
man. 

The impotency of this new evangelistic expedient 
to win men over from spiritual indifference or active 
antagonism must be manifest on the slightest con- 
sideration. How can men possessed of reason be 
expected to accept as the Lord and Ruler of their 
lives, and as the source of all spiritual life and blessing, 
a mere man who lived more than eighteen hundred 
‘ years ago, and who must be regarded, by the party in 
question, as still lying in His grave? One would 
think that the man who could believe this might 
believe in Christ’s Deity. It is surely sufficiently un- 
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reasonable to risk one’s salvation upon the assumption 
that a mere man who has been in his grave for nearly 
two thousand years has the right to absolute lordship 
over our lives, and can unite us to God, raising us to 
the rank of sonship. But the utter irrationality of 
such faith is fully revealed only when it is viewed in 
the light of the fact, that this man in his life-time 
assured His disciples that He would rise again from 
the dead after three days. As He staked His claims 
as God’s Messiah upon His rising again within that 
brief period, it must be manifest that if He did not 
rise within the period specified, nor, as the subject of 
this discussion is assumed to hold, rise again at all, 
His claims have been invalidated, and that instead 
of being accepted as able to unite sinners to God He 
must be regarded as an illusionist or an impostor. 

The theological position in which these brethren 
would place their disciples is an impossible one; for 
there is no middle ground, such as they have fenced 
in, between the recognition of Christ as Divine and 
the ground taken by the high priest who condemned 
Him for blasphemy in claiming to be the Son of God. 
These friends put forth large claims to recognition as 
accomplished exegetes and leaders of the theological 
thinking of Scotland; but if this concession to Socinian 
thought is to be taken as a fair specimen of their 
mental capacity and theological balance, they can 
hardly be assigned a place among the men of either 
theological or evangelistic renown. Their theology is 
an incongruous medley, and their evangel is at war 
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with the evangel of prophets and apostles, as it makes 
fatal concessions in regard to doctrines which are vital 
to Christianity itself. They won’t insist on the accept- 
ance of a Divine Christ, but they will insist on the 
acceptance of a Christ over whom death still holds 
dominion? Is this the homiletic that is to remove 
stumbling-blocks out of the way of intellectual inquirers? 

The doctrine of Christ’s Deity is not to be thus 
relegated to the background in our presentation of 
His Gospel. It is true, as the text of this sermon 
states, that the reception of Christ introduces the 
sinner into the family of God as a son; but, as we 
have already seen, there is much implied in such 
reception. This. text is not to be severed from its 
context in a chapter which proclaims Christ as the 
divine Logos who was in the beginning, and was with 
God ere time began, and was not only with God, but 
was God, by whom all things were made, and without 
whom was not anything made that was made, in whom 
was a life that was the light of men. The appearance 
of this august personage on the stage of time put 
Israel to a crucial test. Some of them when He 
presented Himself to them received Him not. They 
refused to acknowledge Him as the Messiah whose 
advent had been predicted by their own prophets as 
the hope and consolation of Israel. He was not, if 
» we are to accept the account of Him given in the 
very chapter from which Dr. Dods selected his text, 
presented for acceptance as a mere man. Those who 
received Him must have received Him as Nathanael 
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and Peter received Him, as the Son of God and the 
King of Israel, or as John puts it, as invested with the 
glory of the only begotten Son of God, full of grace 
and truth. It was in the light of these testimonies 
respecting the rank and glory of Christ that the text 
chosen for the St. Giles sermon should have been 
treated, instead of stripping it of all contextual 
relationship, and taking it, thus denuded of its proper 
import, as a mere motto to give an appearance of 
scriptural sanction to a scheme of Christianity contain- 
ing a special provision for the admission of Socinians, 
even of the lowest type, into the fellowship of the sons 
of God. Such procedure has no warrant in either 
text or context, and the doctrine evolved is only fitted 
to mislead those in whose interest it has been devised. 

The Atonement is another item in the inventory of 
doctrines set down for modification. On this subject 
Dr. Dods took the ground that “the Gospel, properly 
speaking, was a proclamation of forgiveness and not a 
proclamation of the means by which it was accom- 
plished. If we accepted God’s forgiveness,” he said, 
“and lived humbly in the sunshine of His favour, we 
need not be seriously disturbed in spirit though we 
found we could not accept what was known as the 
orthodox theory of the Atonement—that Christ took 
our place and bore the punishment due to us, so that 
we could now claim forgiveness in His name, and on 
the ground that our sins had been already punished 
in Him. While that theory had many advantages,” 
he said, “it was open to obvious objections. Men 
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saw that they bore the punishment of their own 
sins all life through; they found they were delivered 
from punishment precisely as they were delivered from 
sin; and they could not understand how it could be 
said that Christ bore their whole punishment. They 
did not think that God required to be propitiated; 
they considered Christ’s life and death to be the 
manifestation of God’s redeeming love, and that Christ 
came to the world to reveal it. In point of fact,” he 
added, “both theories produce good Christians.” 

Such is the preacher’s account of the Gospel of 
Christ. It is “a proclamation of forgiveness, and not 
a proclamation of the means by which it was accom- 
plished;” and Christ is simply the commissioned 
Revealer of God's redeeming love. As Socinianism 
puts it, Christ was merely an internuncius bearing 
from God to men a proclamation of the Divine mercy. 
Now the chief difficulty that occurs to one, on reading 
this statement is, how to reconcile it with a profession 
of faith in the Scriptures as the Word of God, in any 
intelligible sense of that term. No one who has read 
the Bible, and accepted its statements as divinely 
authoritative, could accept this account of the economy 
of redemption. It leaves out and ignores the chief 
function of Christ’s mediatorial office, and reduces Him 
to the rank of a mere prophet, while the function 
‘ suppressed, according to the teaching of Scripture, is 
the fundamental function—the function which under- 
lies and gives warranty to all others, This ignored 
function is the priestly ; and no one, whose understand- 
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ing has not been held under the fascination of an 
adverse theory, can seriously study the Sacred Record 
without observing that it stands out pre-eminent 
among the essentials of the economy of grace. It 
fronts us on the very threshold of Revelation. It lies 
at the root of Abel’s faith. Had he believed, with 
Dr. Dods, that God needed not to be propitiated, and 
that the announcement made in the protevangelion 
was simply “a proclamation of forgiveness, and not a 
proclamation of the means by which it was accom- 
plished,” is it credible that he would have approached 
Him through the sacrifice of any firstling of his flock, 
or that God would have endorsed his interpretation of 
the proclamation in Eden, by accepting his offering. 
Abel’s Gospel was certainly not the Gospel of the St. 
Giles sermon. It was the Gospel of forgiveness 
through a propitiation, while the Gospel of that sermon 
proclaims forgiveness irrespective of any such ex- 
pedient, and says it “ produces good Christians !” 

On the lines of Abel’s offering, the worship of the 
Old Testament proceeds. The patriarchs pass before 
us in the sacred history as sacrificers, and as accepted 
through their sacrifices. However intimate their 
fellowship with their God, they came before Him 
through sacrificial blood. Are we to believe, with 
the advanced thinkers of this new Scottish school, that 
they were merely following the example set them by 
the heathens around them? Well, if they were, how 
came it to pass that their mode of approach met with 
the divine approval and sanction? When Noah 
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offered sacrifice on Mount Ararat we are told that 
“the Lord smelled a sweet savour, and said in His 
heart, I will not again curse the ground for man’s 
sake,” adding a promise of positive temporal good, and 
blessing both Noah and his sons. Certainly the 
whole institution of sacrifice, which is all one with 
propitiation, received unquestionable and emphatic 
sanction in connection with the trial of Abrahain’s 
faith. It was surely a sanction of that institution 
to command Abraham to offer his son as a burnt- 
offering; and when the command is withdrawn, and 
the order reversed, by the angel that stayed the 
descent of the sacrificial knife upon the lad, the divine 
sanction of sacrifice is not withdrawn. On the con- 
trary, a substitute for Isaac is furnished by God 
Himself in the ram which Abraham finds caught in a 
thicket, and “ offers up for a burnt-offering in the stead 
of his son.” .Commenting on this incident in the 
Catholic Presbyterian, a writer of this new theological 
school remarked, that Abraham never afterwards 
needed to be told that God did not require the offering 
of blood, thus ignoring the fact that God Himself 
had provided for such offering by the providential 
capture of Isaac’s substitute—a provision so opportune 
and so manifestly divine, that Abraham calls the 
name of that place Jehovah-jireh, that is, “the Lord will 
‘see, or will provide.” But Abraham had not become 
acquainted with the new homiletic. 

In like manner, when the typical economy is fully 
organised by the hand of Moses, the central institution 
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of the dispensation is a sacrificing priesthood, with a 
ritual designed to teach the terms on which the divine 
forgiveness is obtained. The rule of the Dispensation 
is, “the priest shall make an atonement for them, and 
it shall be forgiven them” (Lev. iv. 20). Whether 
the sin forgiven was the sin of Aaron and his house, 
or the sin of an individual Israelite, or the sin of the 
whole congregation, this was the law. Forgiveness 
apart from atonement has no place under that typical 
economy. As it is stated in the Epistle to the 
_ Hebrews (chap. ix. 22), “ Without shedding of blood 
is no remission.” 

Such was the law of forgiveness under the type, 
and such is the law under the Antitype. It is redemp- 
tion through blood under both. While the New 
Testament proclaims the abolition of the sacrificial 
system of the Old Testament, with its priesthood and 
carnal ordinances, it does not proclaim forgiveness 
without the shedding of sacrificial blood. On the 
contrary, it proclaims Christ as an High Priest, His 
death as a sacrifice, and His blood as the price of 
pardon and justification. One or two sentences may 
suffice on this subject. “Ifthe blood of bulls and of 
goats, and the ashes of an heifer sprinkling the unclean, 
sanctifieth to the purifying of the flesh; how much 
more shall the blood of Christ, who through the 
eternal Spirit offered Himself without spot to God, 
purge your conscience from dead works to serve the 
living God?” (Heb. ix. 13, 14). “In whom we have 
redemption through His blood, the forgiveness of sins 
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according to the riches of his grace” (Ephes. i. 7). 
“Whom God hath set forth to be a propitiation through 
faith in His Blood, to declare His righteousness on 
account of the remission of sins that are past, through 
the forbearance of God; to declare, I say, at this time 
His righteousness: that He might be just, and the 
justifier of him that believeth in Jesus” (Rom. iii. 25, 
26). 

Is it not humiliating to find it necessary to restate 
and recite these characteristic features of the economy 
of redemption, in order to vindicate the theology of 
both Testaments against the claims advanced on behalf 
of its Socinian rival in the venerable cathedral of St. 
Giles? The doctrine proclaimed by the preacher has 
no foothold in either the Old Testament or the New. 
Neither the one nor the other knows anything of a 
gospel which is simply a proclamation of forgiveness, 
or of a Redeemer who comes simply as a prophet, and 
has no priestly functions to execute, and no people 
to redeem. Throughout both Testaments forgiveness 
rests upon an atonement, by which the law and justice 
of God are satisfied. It was because the blood of 
bulls and of goats could not take away sin that the 
sacrifice of Christ was necessary. What these could 
not do He has done. He has “put away sin by the 
sacrifice of Himself,” and has thus, by His obedience 
‘and death, laid the basis on which alone the pro- 
clamation of forgiveness could be issued by a righteous 
God. 

It will be observed that the St. Giles sermon never 
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mentions the word justification, Its theme is forgive- 
ness and redeeming love, but from beginning to end 
there is not one word about the attribute of justice 
as possessed by God, or as revealed in the salvation of 
men. This is not to be wondered at. His theory of 
redeeming love has no provision for the justification of 
the ungodly. It therefore makes void the law, and 
by doing so stamps on its own forehead the sentence of 
its own condemnation. That article which has been 
recognised by Protestant Christendom as the test of a 
standing or a falling church has no place in the 
transfigured theology of this New Scottish School. 
One would have thought that the advocate of so 
radical a departure from the faith of the Reformation 
would have made some attempt to justify it by an appeal 
to the Sacred Oracles, and it might have been expected 
that a professor of Scripture exegesis would have 
quoted some proof-texts in support of his theory. 
The sermon, however, will be searched in vain for a 
single text save the one placed at its head, which as 
we have already seen, when fairly interpreted in its 
contextual connection and relations, proclaims what 
the preacher denies —viz., that the doctrine of Christ's 
Deity is one of the essentials of Christianity. With- 
out attempting to establish the dogmas he propounded 
by reference to the Word of God he launched them 
upon his auditors and assumed that they would accept 
them upon his own personal authority. Well, Scotch- 
men must have changed vastly if they will long yield 
unquestioning credence to such palpably unsupported, 
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unscriptural dogmatism. We are strongly inclined to 
believe that there are still some Bereans left in old 
Caledonia, 

Dr. Dods does not say expressly which of the two 
theories he has described is his own theory, yet from the 
fact that he mentions one of the principal objections to 
the orthodox theory urged against it by its opponents— 
an objection which he does not attempt to refute—while 
he makes no mention of objections to the alternative 
theory he has placed in rivalry with it, and avows a 
principle which implies it, one may not unnaturally 
infer that with it are his sympathies. Between these 
two theories his hearers must judge for themselves. 
They may be good Christians and hold either. If they 
accept the former they will find that, notwithstanding 
its great advantages, it is open to a very grave ob- 
Jection ; while, on the adoption of the latter, they will 
find themselves in an atmosphere of redeeming love 
and enjoy the sunshine of the Divine favour. In such 
a position, and sustaining such relationship to the 
Father of Mercies, they will not harbour the orthodox 
idea “that God required to be propitiated.” 

Now, to speak plainly, the amount of all this is, 
that, according to the one theory, an actual veritable 
Atonement has been made, while, according to the 
other, no Atonement was necessary; according to the 
one, Christ bore all the punishment due to our sins ; 
according to the other, we bear the punishment of our 
own sins all through our lives, and are delivered from 
punishment precisely as we are delivered from sin. 
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Of course the conclusion is obvious, that the Atone- 
ment should not take rank as one of the essentials of 
Christianity. If a man who holds the alternative 
theory, which denies the necessity of it, can be a good 
Christian, it is manifestly not necessary to salvation. 
Ina word, God’s redeeming love is such that all that 
was necessary was that Christ should come to our 
world and proclaim it, and as soon as a man accepts, 
on His testimony, the great fact of this loving attitude 
of God, he is embraced in the arms of redeeming grace. 
This love, as manifested in Christ, possesses such 
redemptive powers that, as Bushnell puts it, “it brings 
us out of our sins themselves, and so out of their 
penalties.” 

As Dr. Dods has set these two rival theories before 
the Christian public of Scotland, it might be well, 
before a verdict is come to respecting their merits, to 
hear what the ablest modern advocate of the latter 
theory thinks of it. In his work on the “ Vicarious 
Sacrifice of Christ,’ Dr. Bushnell has, with rare 
eloquence, propounded this theory, When however 
he reaches, toward the close of his treatise (p. 460), 
the point where his system is to be tested as a suit- 
able instrument for the reconciliation of men to God, 
he tells us that it has no such power. The facts of the 
gospel have power imparted to them “by giving them 
a thought-form which is not in the facts themselves. 
They are put directly into the moulds of the altar, and 
we are called to accept the crucified God-man as our 
sacrifice, and offering or oblation for us, our pro- 
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pitiation,’"—that is, we are saved by believing what, 
according to the teaching of his book, is “a theologic 
fiction.” We are asked to receive Christ as our 
propitiation, although, if we are to credit Dr. Bushnell, 
propitiation is a pagan notion, and, according to Dr. 
Dods, is not required by God, and is not to be regarded 
as an essential of Christianity. These are the men to 
deal with intellectual inquirers ! 

Such was Dr. Bushnell’s estimate of this same 
theory for which Dr. Dods claims that it “ produces 
good Christians.” We have no doubt about the 
genuineness of Dr. Bushnell’s religion, or about the 
Christian status of his converts; but on his own show- 
ing neither his Christianity nor theirs owed its origin 
to the subjective theory of Christ’s vicarious sacrifice. 
In the actual work of praying men to be reconciled to 
God, he fell back upon the orthodox theory, and ran 
his teaching through “the moulds of the altar.” Ag 
Dr. Bushnell found out in his ministry in Hartford, 
Connecticut, so will it ever be found where men 
address themselves to the momentous work of winning 
souls to Christ. They will find that a soul truly con- 
vinced of its guilt before a righteous God will rest 
satisfied with no theory of reconciliation which does 
not provide for the satisfaction of Divine justice. If 
preachers of Dr. Dods’ school have succeeded instru- 
» mentally in “ producing good Christians,” their success 
must have been due to their adoption of Dr. Bushnell’s 
happy expedient, and resorting, as the preachers who have 
been the decus et tutamen of Scotland’s Christianity have 
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done, to the moulds of the altar, and proclaiming Christ 
as the great propitiation whom God hath set forth 
through faith in His blood. As an evangelistic ex- 
pedient, therefore, Dr. Dods’ alternative theory is a 
failure, and confessed to be such by one of its ablest 
expounders. / 

On the respective claims of these two theories to 
scriptural authority, it may not be out of place to 
adduce the opinion of one of the ablest of the English 
subjective theologians. Dr. Jowett, in his Comments 
on the Pauline Epistles, confesses that the orthodox 
theory is the theory of both Testaments. “To state 
this view at full length,” he says, “is but to translate 
the New Testament into the language of the Old.” 
He admits that in all ages of the world, and in every 
country where Christianity is preached, this process of 
translation has been going on. “The Old Testament 
has ever been taking the place of the New, the out- 
ward and temporal of the spiritual.” . . . “ All history,” 
he admits, “combines to strengthen this illusion.” 

Nor does he restrict this illusion to uninspired men. 
The apostles themselves were the dupes of it. “It 
must be remembered,” he admonishes us, “that the 
apostles were Jews; they were so before their conver- 
sion; they remained so afterwards in their thoughts 
and language. They could not lay aside their first 
nature, or divest themselves at once of Jewish modes 
of expression. Sacrifice and atonement were leading 
ideas of the Jewish Dispensation ; without shedding of 
blood there was no remission. In thinking of the 
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death of Christ and the fulfilment of which He spake, 
it was natural for them to think of Him as a sacri- 
fice and an atonement for sin. To Him bare all the 
prophets witness, as well as the types of the law 
and the history of the Jewish people. All their life 
long they had been sacrificing and living in the com- 
mandments of the law blameless. What a striking 
view must it have been to their minds, that their rites 
and ceremonies were not in vain, but only done in 
ignorance of their true design and import; not that 
they were nothing, but that there was more in them 
than the chief priests and Pharisees could ever con- 
ceive. It is in the Epistle to the Hebrews that this 
reflection of the New Testament in the Old is most 
distinctly brought before us. ... And from this 
source, and not from the Epistles of Paul, the language 
of which we are speaking has passed into the theology 
of modern times” (pp. 495-6), 

This, of course, is to concede everything. A theory 
of Christ’s work which, as one of its ablest opponents 
admits, is in harmony with the types of the Old Tes- 
tament, which were designed to foreshadow it, and 
which, moreover, is in harmony with the views of the 
apostles, themselves, as set forth in the New Testa- 
ment—a view which can claim in its Support the 
Christianity of all lands, and of all ages of the 
.Church’s history — may certainly be considered as 
fairly and fully established. The fact is, that the 
only alternative open to those who reject this conclu- 
sion is to reject the authority of the Sacred Scriptures 
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and to hold that the entire Church of God under both 
Testaments—that mystical body in which the Holy 
Spirit dwells for the very purpose of leading its mem- 
bers to the knowledge of the truth—that this body of 
redeemed men have been given over to live and die 
under a complete delusion regarding the way of salva- 
tion, while a few Rationalists, scattered here and there 
along the track of the Church’s history, alone obtained 
a true insight into the mystery of Redemption ! 

In view of these concessions, the orthodox doctrine 
of a veritable propitiatory sacrifice need not blush in 
the presence of the Socinian rival tendered to the 
Christian people of Scotland with so flattering an 
introduction by Dr. Dods. A theory acknowledged 
by one of its ablest opponents to be the theory set 
forth in both Testaments, and confessed by another 
to be the only efficient instrument in the practical 
work of the Christian ministry in dealing with men 
under conviction of sin, has no need to feel abashed 
when set in comparison with a theory which makes 
no provision for the expiation of human guilt, or the 
satisfaction of an awakened conscience, or for the 
justification of men by a righteous God. 

But it may be asked, and has been asked, “ What 
about the spiritual stwtus of Peter, who was so ignorant 
of the Atonement that he actually rebuked Christ for 
intimating that He was to be put to death?” This 
question may be answered by asking another, viz., 
“What about our Lord’s counter rebuke, when, turning 
to Peter He said, “ Get thee behind Me, Satan; thou 
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art an offence unto Me, because thou mindest not the 
things of God, but the things of men?” Let the men 
of this new homiletical school, who, like Peter, would 
dispense with the Atonement as an essential of Chris- 
tianity, beware lest they incur from the Master a like 
rebuke. As they cannot plead, in excuse, Peter's 
ignorance, they may expose themselves to a sterner 
rebuke. It cannot be said, however, that Peter denied 
the necessity of a propitiation, as he had not renounced 
the Temple with its priesthood and sacrificial system. 
Indeed, even the Publican, as he stood afar off, recog- 
nised, in his hilasthétc moi, the necessity of an inter- 
vening propitiatory sacrifice. We must remember 
that Peter's commission did not run on the lines of 
his former ignorance. Is it not a theological puzzle 
to find these brethren taking the rebuked Peter as 
their homiletical model, while they refuse to copy after 
him when, in the exercise of his apostolic commission, 
he proclaims Christ as the spotless foreordained Lamb, 
by whose precious blood His people have been redeemed ? 
God deals with men according to the light of the dis- 
pensation under which they live, and we cannot translate 
either ourselves or our hearers into the shadows of the 
Patriarchal or the Mosaic economy. 

Before passing from this item in Dr. Dods’ list of 
non-essentials, notice must be taken of one phase of 
the objection urged against the doctrine that Christ 
bore the punishment due to our sins. This cannot be 
true, it is alleged, as we find that we ourselves are 
bearing the punishment of our own sins all through 
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life. Now, the chief objection put forward against the 
doctrine that Christ bore the punishment due to our 
sins and died as our propitiation, it is stated, is that 
God did not require to be propitiated. Well, how are 
these two positions to be reconciled? If God did not 
require to be propitiated, that is, did not require His 
law to be satisfied by the punishment of sin, how is it 
that He inflicts punishment upon us for our own sins ? 
Punishment, be it observed, is a different thing from 
chastisement. While chastisement has for its object 
the improvement of the subject of it, punishment is 
inflicted for the satisfaction of law; in other words, is 
intended to make amends to justice, that is, to make 
atonement for transgression. Now, what is the differ- 
ence between saying that God requires to be pro- 
pitiated and saying that He requires that sin be 
punished? Orthodox men say that God has set 
forth His own Son as our propitiation, inflicting on 
Him the penalty due to us, while the alternative 
theory, propounded in the St. Giles’ sermon, although 
it denies the need of any propitiation at all, represents 
Christian men themselves as bearing their own punish- 
ment. If language have any meaning, the meaning 
of this statement is that the only atonement made 
for the sins of men is made by men themselves. 
This sermon knows nothing of any other atonement. 
Instead of Christ bearing our sins in His own body 
on the tree, each man bears his own sins in his own 
body all through his earthly life! Instead of the 
Lord causing our iniquities to meet on Him, and 
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wounding Him for our transgressions, and bruising 
Him in our stead, He visits our sins, in their penal 
consequences, upon our own heads, and heals us, not 
by His stripes, but by our own. Instead of waking 
the sword against His Shepherd and covering the 
sheep with His hand, He bathes it in the blood of the 
flock ! 

Dr. Dods’ views regarding the claims of the Bible 
to infallibility are well known, and were stated more 
fully in his paper before the Council of the Alliance 
of the Reformed Churches in London than in the St. 
Giles sermon. He there repudiated the doctrine of an 
inspiration extending to the language in which the 
sacred writers gave expression to their thoughts, and 
held that the Bible contained errors of opinions and 
mistakes in regard to matters of fact which the writers 
professed to report as they actually occurred. And 
he took the ground in that paper that much of the 
infidelity of our age was due to the doctrine that the 
Bible in, all its parts was divinely inspired. In the 
recent sermon, judging from the report given in the 
Scotsman of the 30th ult., he has not dwelt so much 
on the question of the Divine inspiration of Scripture. 
All that is reported is the following :—*“The Bible 
was the most powerful influence, next to the lives of 
true Christians in the propagation of our religion, but 
* aman might be a true Christian and yet find much in 
the Bible that he could not accept.” 

Now this instituting of a comparison of the influence 
of the Bible with the influence of the lives of true 
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Christians, in the propagation of our religion, is cer- 
tainly not a very logical procedure, to say nothing of 
the absence of respect for the Word of God which it 
implies. It does not seem to have occurred to the 
preacher that, apart from “the influence of the Bible,” 
there could be no true Christians to propagate our 
religion, ‘True Christians owe their religion, instru- 
mentally, to the Word of God. They have been 
“begotten again not of corruptible seed, but of incor- 
ruptible, by the Word of God, which liveth and abideth 
for ever” (1 Pet.i. 23). If such be the relation of the 
Word of God to the Christianity of true Christians, 
how can it be spoken of as of only second-rate value 
as compared with the lives of Christians, in the propa- 
gation of our religion? The lives of true Christians 
are a most potent factor in attracting men to Christ; 
and if our lives are not in harmony with our doctrine, 
our sermons, however eloquent, will not be very fruit- 
ful in the conversion of sinners. But while this is 
true, it is also true that it is the Word of God, and 
not the Christian, or his life, that is the sword of the 
Spirit. It is this Word that pierces even to the dividing 
asunder of soul and spirit, and of the joints and marrow, 
and discerns the thoughts and intents of the heart. 
This latter is a work which no life of a Christian man, 
however saintly his life may be, can effect; and where 
it has not been effected our religion has not been pro- 
pagated. A truly godly life may lead a man of the 
world to make inquiry into the claims of Christianity, 
but when he enters upon that inquiry the instrument 
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employed for his instruction must be the Word of God. 
When this point is reached, the importance of the doc- 
trine of the absolute infallibility of the Bible will soon 
be felt. If the inquirer be in the hands of a theo- 
logian of this new Scottish School, and have learned to 
question the plenary inspiration of the whole Bible, he 
may stumble at every doctrinal statement of his in- 
structor, and say, “ Perhaps the passage quoted in sup- 
port of it may not be given on the authority of the 
Spirit.” It is difficult to see what answer his tutor 
could make to this objection, or what solution he could 
offer of such a difficulty. Beyond doubt, he must fall 
back on the doctrine of verbal inspiration, or be put to 
silence, for, on. his own theory, the objection of his 
pupil may be urged not only against every paragraph, 
but against every sentence and clause of a sentence, 
and against every term on which he relies to enforce 
his sentiments. Supposing he were setting before him 
the doctrine of justification (though on the alternative 
theory of the Atonement that doctrine could not 
logically come within the scope of his theology), and 
ventured to argue its nature from the term justify and 
its cognates, might not his pupil ask, on what authority 
he based an argument upon such terms? To this 
question his instructor could return no answer that 
would not be subversive of his own doctrine regarding 
the agency of the Spirit in relation to the Sacred Record! 


* For a full discussion of the question of Inspiration, see my book 
on the subject, published by Hodder & Stoughton, Paternoster Row, 
London. 
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- Time will not permit further examination of this 
apologetic homiletic theory. It were very easy to 
show that it has no resemblance whatever to the homi- 
letics of the Bible. The method presented in the 
Sacred Scriptures is to place the Moral Law in the 
forefront, and thus bring men to see their need of sal- 
vation. Until this is done there is no meaning in 
speaking of a remedial economy. This is the order 
observed in the proclamation of the economy by which 
Christ’s work was typified. It was not until God 
uttered the Moral Law from Sinai that He instituted 
the Ceremonial Law. It was not until Israel was 
terrified by that fiery law that He called Moses up to 
the Mount to receive instruction regarding the way in 
which its claims were to be met. Mount Sinai was 
His pulpit, and the order He observed should be our 
guide in our homiletics. 

Such was the order under the Old Testament, and 
such is the order under the New. The great Apostle 
of the Gentiles evidently knew nothing of these new 
Scottish homiletics and their one-sided views of the 
Divine character, which ignore every element in the 
nature of God and His attributes, save love. Paul’s 
homiletic ultimate, in his Epistle to the Romans, is 
that the wrath of God is revealed from heaven against 
all ungodliness and unrighteousness of men who hold, 
or repress, the truth in unrighteousness. Tried by this 
ultimate, he proceeds to demonstrate that every mouth 
must be stopped and all the world become guilty 
before God. It is not until he has established the 
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guilt of both Jew and Gentile that he unfolds God’s 
provision for averting this merited wrath. It is not 
till then that he exhibits the righteousness which God 
has provided without the Law, a righteousness, be it 
observed, witnessed by both the Law and the Prophets, 
even the righteousness of God through faith in Jesus 
Christ, unto all them that believe; for, as he says, 
there is no distinction; for all have sinned and come 
short of the glory of God; being justified freely by 
His grace through the redemption that is in Christ 
Jesus, whom God hath set forth to be a propitiation 
through faith in His blood, to declare His righteousness 
on account of the remission of sins that are past in 
the forbearance .of God; to declare, at this time, His 
righteousness, that He might be just and the justifier 
of him that believeth in Jesus. Such were Paul’s 
homiletics, and they present a wonderful contrast to 
the St. Giles sermon. They assume the wrath as well 
as the love of God; they provide an atonement for 
human guilt; they lay a basis in Christ’s righteousness 
for the justification of God in the justification of men 
under both Testaments. Of all these there is not one 
word in Dr. Dods’ alternative theory. In a word, his 
sermon might be entitled :—The Essentials of Chris- 
tianity with the Essentials left out. May the Head of 
‘the Church deliver Scotland from such irrational homi- 
* letics. Until the story of Gethsemane and Calvary 
has been erased from the memory of Christian Scotland, 
this theory of the way of reconciliation with God is not 
likely to gain the ascendency in that beloved land. 


CHAPTER VIII. 
PROGRESS IN THEOLOGY. 


HE subject selected for the present discussion 
cannot be regarded as inopportune. “ Progress” 

is the watchword of the age. The very air we breathe 
is resonant with the triumphs of the human mind in 
almost every department of investigation. It is not 
unnatural that men in sympathy with this spirit of 
free inquiry and scientific progress should raise the 
question, “ Whether the Science of Theology is to be 
regarded as an exception to the operation of this law 
of progress, and to ask whether this marvellous march 
of mind is to be arrested when the boundaries of this 
particular science have been reached?” Or, to put 
the question as Principal Tulloch puts it, “How can 
there be a science differently constructed from other 
sciences? What is science,” he asks, “ but our mental 
grasp of any order of facts? The facts may be 
‘natural’ or may be ‘revealed, to use customary 
language under a certain measure of protest (because 
such words as ‘natural’ and ‘revealed, apart from 
explanation, cover many ambiguities); but the know- 
ledge of them in any definite form can only be reached 
in one way—by inquiry and reflection, Whatever 
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may be the character of the facts themselves, or 
wherever they may be found—in what is called the 
‘book of nature, or in the ‘book of revelation ’—we 
can only know them, they can only become science, in 
virtue of our study and co-ordination of them, The 
divine facts of Revelation, no less than other facts, 
must be arranged and systematised before they can 
assume the form of science. We must carefully note, 
compare and classify them, and then reproduce them 
in coherent relation or system, before they become a 
theology. The very name ‘Systematic Theology’ is a 
testimony to this.” 

Now, irrespective altogether of the merits of the ques- 
tion at hearing, this can hardly be regarded as an accur- 
ate statement of the case as between the science of Theo- 
logy (z¢., Systematic Theology) and the other sciences. 

1. In the first place, the “book of nature ” 
comes far short of the “book of Revelation” in point 
of clearness. In the book of Revelation we are 
brought face to face, not with the dumb phenomena 
of nature, whose significance may tax the mightiest 
intellects, but with living intelligences, who address 
us in human speech, or through personal acts whose 
import they are careful to explain. A theologian 
studying the Epistle to the Romans or the Epistle 
to the Hebrews, in order to deduce therefrom the 
elements of his science, is in a very different position 
from that occupied by Kepler, as through weary years 
of watching he traced and tested the planetary motions 
along his hypothetical curves, In the one case, the 
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facts are stated or enacted; in the other, they have 
to be discovered by toilsome experiments, The great 
discovery of Kepler, that the planets move in elliptical 
orbits with the sun in one of the foci, is simply a fact 
of nature; but surely no one will say that it was as 
easy to find it there as it is to find out from the book 
of Revelation that salvation is not by works, but by 
faith. The discovery by Newton, that every particle 
of matter in the universe attracts every other particle 
with a force varying directly as its mass, and inversely 
as the square of its distance, is simply a fact of nature ; 
but who will say that it is as clearly revealed there 
as the doctrine of substitution is revealed in the Old 
Testament and the New ? 

2. In the second place, while it is true, as Principal 
Tulloch states, that “the facts of Revelation, no less 
than other facts, must be arranged and systematised 
before they can assume any form of science,” it is 
equally true that the leading, determining facts of 
Revelation have been “arranged and systematised ” 
for us by the Author of the Revelation Himself. 
These determining facts, divinely given, have been 
divinely arranged and systematised. The Scriptures 
not only inform us of the fact that there is an economy 
of redemption, but they give us an outline of this 
economy, and give it so fully that we are left without 
excuse if we do not apprehend it. Let a few instances 
suffice. In Rom. iii. 20-31, we have the following 
elements of this economy specified and stated in their 
correlation :—(1) That justification by the works of 
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the law is impossible. (2) That the righteousness 
which the law demands as the condition of our justifi- 
cation has been provided by God Himself, and revealed 
by the Law and the Prophets. (3) That this righteous- 
ness is available, through faith in Jesus Christ, for the 
Gentile as well as for the Jew. (4) That it is a 
righteousness. which God has provided through the 
propitiatory death of His Son. (5) That He was 
moved to provide and bestow it simply by His own 
free will and good pleasure. (6) That this righteous- 
ness, thus provided, was necessary to justify God in 
Justifying men, whether under the Old Testament or 
the New. 

Take, as another instance, Rom. viii. 28-39. Here 
we have the following truths scientifically linked 
together :—-(1) That God has made choice of a people. 
(2) That He has predestinated them to be conformed 
to the image of His Son. (3) That He has ordained | 
the several steps by which this conformity is to be 
effected—viz., calling, justification, and glorification. 
(4) That He presides over the whole process, sparing 
not His own Son, but delivering Him up for us all, 
and ministering everything necessary to the final 
accomplishment of the eternal purpose of His grace, 
and permitting no event and no order of being to 
thwart Him in carrying it to a triumphant issue. 

Now, these are but specimens of the way in which 
the plan of Redemption is indicated in the Holy 
Scriptures, and in view of these and like representa- 
tions it is certainly not presumptuous to claim that 
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God has done for the theologian in the “book of 
Revelation,” what He has not.done for the scientist in 
the “book of nature ;” that He has not only furnished 
him with facts, out of which he may construct his 
science, but with these facts expounded, “arranged 
and systematised.” Nor is it too much to add, that 
no one is warranted in placing the books of nature 
and of Revelation on a par as sources of information 
on their respective subjects, both in regard to questions 
of arrangement and systematisation, or in asserting 
“that theological science is a product of human in- 
telligence, in like manner as any other science.” 

In this connection it may not be out of place 
to notice a doctrine, propounded by Principal Tulloch, 
regarding the relation of knowledge to religion, faith 
and free-will. “No human being,” he says, “can be 
secured infallible knowledge of anything, and if he 
could, his knowledge would cease to be religious. If 
he could not help believing, the essence of belief 
would be destroyed in him. What he calls his belief 
would be quite apart from his will, and therefore 
quite apart from his conduct. It would be of the 
nature of demonstration or superstition—neither of 
which is religion.” 

On the position here taken, it may be remarked— 
1. That if it be valid, then the Revelation given us 
in the Bible is not infallible, for it has been com- 
municated to us through “human beings,” who, 
according to the writer, “ could not be secured infallible 
knowledge of anything.” 2. That if the infallibility 
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of a man’s knowledge destroys his faith, it must 
follow that saving faith cannot be belief of an infallible 
truth. 3. That if the infallibility of a man’s know- 
ledge destroys the religious character of it, religion can 
have no relation to truth, and must be placed under 
the category of superstition, On this theory it is 
difficult to see how one could meet an agnostic, or 
hold that there is any connection between truth and 
sanctification. Ignorance, however, is not the mother 
of devotion, nor is piety the offspring of Agnosticism. 
Religion is an estate in which the whole moral and 
spiritual powers of the soul are enlisted, embracing 
the cognitive powers, the feelings, and the conative 
powers. Within this sphere it is pre-eminently true 
that apart from a cognition there can be no feeling, 
and that without feeling there can be no conation. 
4, Hence it follows that so far is the apprehended 
infallibility of the knowledge of which faith takes 
hold from destroying the voluntariness of the agent 
in believing, that there can be no conation at all, 
either in the form of a desire, or a volition, without 
such apprehension. A man is not free to believe 
anything which he does not apprehend as true; and 
true here means infallibly true. The great barrier to 
such freedom as is demanded in the passage in question 
is the constitution of the human mind, by which the 
will is linked to the cognitive powers through the 
medium of the feelings. The degree of our credence 
will always be determined by our views in regard to 
the truth of the thing we are asked to believe. 5. It 
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is worthy of note, that while the theory represents 
demonstration as a foe to faith the Apostle Paul 
regards demonstration as essential to it; for he tells 
the Corinthians that his “preaching was in demon- 
stration of the Spirit and of power, that their faith 
should not stand in. the wisdom of men but in the 
power of God.” 6. It certainly follows, if the theory 
be true, that there can be no religion in Heaven. If 
the infallibility of knowledge destroys its religious 
character, the redeemed in glory cannot be religious; 
for, whatever may be said about their knowledge here, 
their knowledge there is free from even a shadow of 
doubt. They see as they are seen, and know as they 
are known; and having attained to an estate of in- 
fallible knowledge, they must, if this theory is to be 
credited, cease to be religious. 7. And, finally, it 
would seem to follow also, that the Son of God, whose 
knowledge is perfect, cannot act with the full consent 
of His will in admiring and loving the everlasting 
Father! There is, after all, even in the highest 
instance of free agency, a felix necessitas bond. 

But to return to the subject, there can be no doubt 
that there is at present a widely prevalent opinion 
that our theology is not keeping abreast of the age. 
Rationalism is, of course, an advocate of progress, 
Holding, as one class of Rationalists do, that the 
reason of man is both the source and measure of 
our knowledge of God and divine things, they take 
the ground that theology, in regard to progress, is 
on a par with the other sciences. Those Rationalists 
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who admit the fact of a Divine Revelation, so modify 
this admission by subjecting its doctrines to reason 
as the ultimate standard by which all truth is to be 
tried, that they cannot be regarded as differing, 
practically, from those who object altogether to the 
fact of a supernatural revelation. Both classes con- 
tend for a progress in theology over which human 
reason alone shall preside, determining authoritatively 
both the material and the architecture of the future 
temple of truth. 

Owing to peculiar university arrangements, inspired 
by an Erastian State policy, this view of the relation 
of the human mind to the science of theology has 
obtained to a lamentable extent on the Continent of 
Europe. A young man after taking his academic 
degree may obtain leave to lecture, and, if he succeed 
as a lecturer, may be raised to the rank of a professor 
in any department of theology, though he make no 
profession of a personal experience of Christianity 
save what was implied in his baptism. The young 
professor, thus raised to a university status, may 
proceed to speculate and frame theories on every 
subject throughout the wide empire of theological 
Science, treating the most venerable truths as open 
questions. After a while his speculations obtain 
publicity through the press, and his theories, con- 
.Structed independently of the analogy of the faith, 
and, it may be, of that spiritual discernment of which 
“the natural man” is destitute, are seized with avidity 
by some young men as veritable truths, and are 
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regarded as discoveries which antiquate the most 
cherished beliefs of the people of God. This is the 
theological progress of Rationalism which has carried 
Germany into the vortex of infidelity, and which is 
at this moment, through universities, theological 
seminaries, reviews, and. theological treatises, assailing 
the very foundations of Christianity itself in Great 
Britain and America. . 

Inspired by this spirit of progress a man may 
throw overboard all that the Scriptures teach respect- 
ing the origin of the human race and the original 
state of man, and may speak of “primitive man,” 
not as endowed with knowledge, righteousness and 
holiness, but as so ignorant of the Author of his 
own being and of the universe as to regard “nature 
as a living thing, possessing a voluntary life,” and 
containing in itself the cause of its own existence; 
or, as Strauss has put it (who, it would seem, was 
still in this primitive state), may represent our first 
father as concluding that the cause of the Kosmos is 
the Kosmos itself. In a word, the advocates of 
progress may speak of man as entering upon life as a 
savage—indeed, as passing through all the stages of 
the Darwinian descent—and yet be regarded by some 
advocates of theological progress as veritable high- 
priests of theological science. 

One of the peculiar characteristics of such pro- 
gressionists is the extravagance of their claims. It 
is not uncommon to find them claiming, as the 
result of their own investigations, the discovery. of 
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facts and features of the Biblical Record which the 
so-called traditionists have always held. For example, 
it is quite usual for this progressive school to boast 
that the idea of the development of a system of 
doctrine in the Bible is a discovery of modern 
Biblical criticism (meaning thereby “the newer criti- 
cism”), and that the idea that the Bible is a thing 
of historical growth has only just now been brought 
to light by this wondrously acute critical science, 
and that the unity of plan and purpose which runs 
through and gives character to this unique literature, 
was never heard of till these learned critics pointed 
it out, 

The writings in which these claims are put forth 
are (here and in America, at least), usually apologetic, 
and the writers wish to be regarded as defenders of 
the faith against the assaults of those scientists who 
regard Christianity as a foe to scientific progress, or 
as liberators of the Sacred Record from the bondage 
of an intolerant tradition. The thing aimed at may 
be desirable, but the methods adopted by the most 
advanced progressionists are most objectionable. They 
undertake the readjustment of the defences, but the 
readjustment commonly turns out to be but an 
extension of the circumvallation so as to embrace the 
works of the enemy. It may serve to give greater 
- definiteness to this discussion if, instead of dealing 
further with the general question of progress in 
theology (a question already admirably handled in 
Dr, A. A, Hodge’s contribution to this symposium), 
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we examine, under the head of misconceptions of 
progress, a few contributions of the class commended 
in The Catholic Presbyterian for March, by the Rev. 
Dr. Newman Smyth. 

One work of this class proposes, in accordance with 
the “scientific principle of continuity” (to wit, that 
there can be no physical effect without a physical 
antecedent), to defend the doctrine of the possibility 
of life after death; and, in doing so, it takes positions 
which are in direct antagonism with the Scripture 
doctrine of the creation of matter, and with the 
doctrine of miracles and of the resurrection of the 
dead, and gives us a Trinity with the absolute, un- 
conditioned, unknowable, of the transcendentalists, as 
a substitute for God the Father—an impersonal entity 
destitute of causality, whose existence, therefore, the 
authors, as scientists, have no right to assume— 
destroying at once the correlative relations of Father- 
hood and sonship, and thus reducing the children 
of God to an estate of absolute orphanage! 

Accepting very largely the principles of this 
apology, with some of its gravest eschatological con- 
clusions, Dr. Smyth, speaking as an _ evolutionary 
apologist, proceeds in a recent work to review the 
old faiths in new light. Although he is half con- 
scious that the new lights are themselves shifting, 
he nevertheless goes on with the adjustments in the 
glare of their delusive sheen. The result is, that the 
old faiths not only appear in new lights, but have 
their forms so foreshortened and distorted that identi- 


192 THE NEW APOLOGETIC. 


fication is all but impossible. The old faiths in this 
work have undergone such readjustments as the palace 
ornaments of Tiglath - Pileser II. were subjected to 
by Esarhaddon, who turned them topsy -turvy, and 
chipped and chiselled them to fit environments alto- 
gether alien to the ideas of the original sculptors and 
architects. 

Premature apologies are as unwise in theological 
matters as they are in social intercourse. If we are 
to readjust our faith to the ever-changing theories of 
scientific speculation we shall find ourselves pledged 
to an annual or semi-annual modification, and dis- 
‘cover, in the end, that while we have not succeeded 
in reconciling the scientists we have unsettled the 
faith of some of our weaker brethren. Such re- 
adjustments require very peculiar qualifications. He 
who will undertake the task must take heed —(1) 
That the alleged data of the scientists are veritable 
facts, and not of the mythical order of the Huxleyan 
Bathybius, . (2) That the scientific deduction has 
been legitimately drawn. (3) That the doctrinal 
views proposed for adjustment are in harmony with 
the revealed Word of God. (4) That, eschewing 
the Esarhaddon expedient, he will estimate the scien- 
tific theory in the light of the inspired Record. The 
first three of these conditions no one who has any 
‘claim to a hearing will challenge; and the fourth 
ought to be regarded as a canon for the guidance 
of our inquiries in all departments of investigation 
on which the supernatural revelation sheds its 
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superior light. It is, in fact, simply another way 
of saying that established truths are landmarks for 
the guidance of farther explorations. Our “dead 
reckonings ” on the voyage of progress must be cor- 
rected by observations on the celestial lights. 

Had the writer referred to observed these rules, he 
had never accepted the conclusion of the final dis- 
sipation and absolute ultimate effeteness of the visible 
universe, or attempted a readjustment of the Scripture 
doctrines of heaven and the resurrection of the dead, 
on the assumption of the essential corruptibility of 
matter. He would have seen that, even on their 
own showing, the authors of Zhe Unseen Universe 
have forfeited all right to predict such cosmical 
catastrophe. Holding, as they do, that kinetic 
energy and life in the Cosmos can be accounted for 
only on the assumption of an intelligent agent who 
is the author of the one, and of a living agent who 
is the author of the other, these eminent scientists 
should have modified their prediction accordingly, 
and should have concluded, as scientists (in harmony 
with the teaching of Scripture, which represents the 
former of these agents as upholding all things by the 
Word of His power, and speaks of Him as the one 
by whom all things consist), that while these authors 
of energy and life exist, there is no scientific warrant 
for the belief that the visible universe will become 
finally effete. The final issue of a universe quickened 
into energy and life by the fiat of such agents must 


be determined by their will and sovereign good plea- 
N 
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sure, and not by the qualities or laws of the material 
elements which enter into its constitution. As a 
knowledge of the qualities and laws of matter would 
not have enabled a scientist to predict the origin of 
energy and life (as is conceded in the admitted 
necessity of assuming the existence of intelligent 
living agencies), it must be evident that such know- 
ledge cannot enable him to forecast a cessation of 
these mystic phenomena. If a man will be a mate- 
rialist, let him be a materialist throughout; but let 
him not theorise as a spiritualist till he has got the 
machine of the visible universe into motion, and 
stocked it with living organisms, and then speculate 
regarding its future destiny on purely materialistic 
principles, as if the spiritual agents whose help, as a 
scientist, he felt compelled to invoke, had abandoned 
the workmanship of their own hands. It is one 
thing to teach, as the Scriptures do, that the visible 
universe shall be folded up and changed; it is another 
to teach that it shall become finally effete. The 
existence of these great agents proves that this latter, 
as a scientific conclusion, is unwarranted, and hence 
proves also that the adjustment of the old faiths in 
this instance is altogether gratuitous. Knowing “the 
Scriptures and the power of God,” God’s people will 
take sides with Christ against all deniers of the 
resurrection of the dead. 

Some of the advocates of theological progress mean 
by progress a reconstruction of existing dogmatic 
systems, These, it is held, were very well in their 
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day, and served important ends. They were the 
offspring of their times, and took their form and 
hue from “the spirit of the age” or nation which 
gave them birth; but those qualities which fitted 
them for the service of the hour are qualities which 
unfit them for service in these later and more 
enlightened times. The comparative theologian, en- 
lightened by a study of Platonism, Buddhism, or 
Parseeism, can humanise these stern dogmatic systems 
so as to give them currency in this more ethical and 
esthetic age. However manifest the conflict among 
the different heathen religions may be (even though 
they but furnish illustrations of the truth of the 
apostolic verdict that the world by wisdom knew 
not God), the magic wand of generalisation can blend 
them into one, and prove that their fundamental 
conceptions have ‘their complement and pleroma in 
the Gospel of Christ! It is as unhistorical as it is 
unscriptural, to allege that these religions exhibit 
“natural elements of Revealed Theology,” or pre- 
monitions of the Gospel of Christ. The so-called 
“natural elements” are simply residuary fragments 
of the lost knowledge of God, retained in systems 
which, instead of indicating different stages in a 
process of theological evolution, furnish unquestion- 
able evidence of a process of moral and spiritual 
degradation. 

The gospel which can adopt and supplement these 
elementary heathen premonitions, however, is widely 
diverse from our ancestral faith, “The new move- 
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ment,” as Dr. Smyth tells us, “is an endeavour to 
put all theology upon a Christological centre.” It 
insists “that all the doctrines contained in the Pro- 
testant Confessions shall be lifted bodily up, off from 
their foundation in a system of decrees, and placed 
upon a thoroughly ethical and human—in one word, 
a Christological — revelation of God.” What this 
Christological centre is we are not left to guess. 
“Christian theology,” Dr. Smyth informs us, “ finds 
its living centre in the Incarnate Word.” By this 
we are to understand simply the Word as Incarnate, 
and not the Incarnate Word as crucified, as we shall 
soon see. The Incarnation, and not the Atonement, 
is the new centre from which the reformation of our 
whole Protestant theology is to proceed ! 

On this evolutionary transformation of our theology 
it may be remarked—1. That it is unscriptural and 
unscientific in its theory of the Incarnation. The 
theory which seems most popular, at present, is that 
the Kenosis by which the Zogos made Himself of no 
reputation involved the laying aside of everything 
which would prevent Him from becoming truly and 
and properly a man—the Ideal Man. The terms 
by which this process is described indicate its 
thoroughness. It is a “depotentiation,” “denudation,” 
“ impoverishment ”—an impoverishment which a late 
» writer describes as “a species of death”; somewhat 
akin “to that which believers experience prior to 
the passage from earth to heaven.” This process is 
ante-natal, natal, and post-natal. It begins with 
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changes of depotentiation within the nature of the 
Logos prior to his becoming incarnate, which reach 
their lowest point at the moment of union with our 
flesh; but from that point forward the process is one 
of repotentiation, and consists of progressive influxes 
of the divinity throughout the maturing manhood of 
the Christ, which are completed when He sits down 
at the right hand of the Majesty on high as the 
perfectly incarnated God, or, as it ought to be 
expressed, as the perfectly Deified Man! This is not 
theological progress; it is simply retrogression to the 
anomalies of the later Lutheranism. 

This view, it is claimed, is the scientific view of 
the incarnation. With all due respect, it is sub- 
mitted that it is utterly unscientific. This is mani- 
fest, for it violates the scientific principle that 
attributes and essence are inseparable. If so, then 
this doctrine of the depotentiation of the Logos, in 
order to His becoming man, is, scientifically viewed, 
an impossibility. If this scientific principle be valid, 
the Logos, so long as He retained that Divine essence 
which is essential to His existence, could lay aside 
no attribute of His nature, and, therefore, must have 
retained every attribute, and every personal charac- 
teristic, which belonged to Him as a person of the 
adorable Trinity without abatement, throughout all 
the stages of His wondrous humilhation. Such is 
the only view of that amazing stoop which science 
can stamp with its approval. Thus far and no 
further can science enter the precincts of this august 
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subject. It can forecast nothing, it can explain 
nothing connected with this deepest of all mysteries ; 
but there is one thing it can do—-it can place an 
authoritative negative upon any theory which rests 
on the two false correlative assumptions-—(1) That 
God can humanise Himself by a process of depoten- 
tiation; and (2) that man can be elevated by a 
process of potentiation so as to become capable of 
comprehending within himself the essence and attri- 
butes of the infinite God! This is all one with 
teaching that God can cease to be God, and that the 
finite can be expanded into the Infinite. Progress 
on these lines can be made only at the sacrifice of 
all theology, whether natural or revealed. He who 
can believe in such an incarnation as this need have 
no difficulty in accepting the cosmogonies of Hinduism, 
or the transubstantiation of Romanisn. 

2. It may be remarked that our theological recon- 
structionists are not only wrong in regard to the 
nature of the incarnation, but also in regard to the 
place they assign it in the economy of redemption. 
Dr. Smyth says, it is “not God’s sovereign will, not 
God’s eternal decree, but God Himself, God in Christ, 
[that] is the central truth and glory of Christian life 
and thought. From this return to the Christological 
centre of Christian theology, we are to gain also 
‘enlarged views of the fact of the incarnation; of its 
central significance in the idea of moral creation; of 
its possible cosmical relations.’ As Dr. Martensen 
has put it in his “Christian Dogmatics,” pp. 327— 
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329: “The advent of Christ, the revelation of the 
highest good, cannot be viewed as a means towards 
something else, but must be looked upon as its own 
end; all things, all nature, and all history must be 
looked upon as means for Christ.’ Any one who 
wishes to see this theory of the incarnation, as the 
centre of Christian theology, carried out to its utmost 
cosmical radiations and consequences, has only to 
read these pages of Dr. Martensen’s work. 

The objections to this view of the position and re- 
lations of the incarnation in the economy of redemption 
are obvious—1. It sets aside the sovereign will and eter- 
nal decree of God, to which we are indebted for the in- 
carnation itself. Apart from that decree there had been 
no incarnation, and the incarnation is but one step in 
a vast chain of means, every one of which has been 
ordained of God for the execution of His eternal 
purpose of grace. In doing this it sets aside God the 
Father, and ignores His relation as the fountain-head 
of the whole economy. 2. Instead of being its own 
end, the incarnation is declared in Scripture to have 
been a means towards the expiation of sin. Through- 
out the Epistle to the Hebrews our Saviour’s assumption 
of the nature of the sons of God, who are constituted 
His brethren, and whom He was appointed by the 
Father, in “the divine decree,” to lead to glory, is 
represented as subordinate to the expiation of their 
sins. It was because of this that a body was prepared 
Him, and it was for this reason it behoved Him to 
have somewhat to offer. 3. This is certainly the view 
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of “the Christological centre” presented in the preach- 
ing of the apostles. Paul does not single out the 
incarnation as the ground of his glorying. On the 
contrary, he emphasises the cross and the crucifixion, 
and avows his determination to know nothing among 
those to whom he ministered save Jesus Christ and 
Him crucified. This preaching he proclaims as the 
power of God and the wisdom of God. 4. The cross, 
and not the incarnation, is “the central truth and 
glory” in conversion. The ablest advocates of the 
subjective theory—as, for example, Bushnell in his 
“Vicarious Sacrifice "have to confess “a want here, 
and [that] this want is met by giving a thought form 
to the facts which is not in the facts themselves. 
They are put directly into the moulds of the altar, and 
we are called to accept the crucified God-man as our 
sacrifice, an offering or oblation for us, our propitiation ; 
so to be sprinkled from our evil conscience, washed, 
purged, purified, cleansed from sin.” 5. The cross is 
“the central truth and glory ” in sanctification. Here 
holiness is the end, and the sufferings and death of 
Christ the means. “Far be it from me,” says Paul, 
“to glory, save in the cross of our Lord Jesus Christ, 
through whom the world has been crucified unto me 
and I unto the world. This is the rule by which he 
walked, and upon as many as walked by it he invokes 
peace and mercy. 6. The cross is “the central truth 
and glory” in heaven. The great burden of “the new 
song” is the redemption achieved through the blood of 
the Lamb ; and when the angels join their voices to swell 


CHRIST CRUCIFIED THE THEOLOGICAL CENTRE. 201 


the volume of the mighty anthem, they found their 
_ascription of “ power, and riches, and wisdom, and might, 
and honour, and glory, and blessing,” upon the fact that 
He was slain. 7. The cross is “the central truth and 
glory ” in the functions of Christ’s mediatorial office. 
This is very beautifully symbolised in the book of the 
Rtevelation, chap. v. 6, where the seven horns represent- 
ing Christ’s omnipotent power as King, and the seven 
eyes symbolical of the plenitude of the spirit possessed 
by Him as the prophet of the Church, are ascribed to 
Him as the Lamb that was slain. It is as the Lamb 
that He occupies the throne, bears the sceptre, and 
administers the sealed book; and it is as the Lamb He 
leads and feeds His blood-bought, blood-washed Church. 
“The Lamb is all the glory in Immanuel’s land,” as 
He is all the glory in the life and death of the believer. 
In reference to this question of “the central truth 
and glory of Christian theology,’ one may employ the 
language of Dr. A. A. Hodge in regard to the chief 
characteristics of the economy of grace and the doom of 
the impenitent. “The presumption,” he says, “is a 
willion to one that the entire historic Church, as a 
body, to whom the unction was promised, has not 
uniformly erred in one direction in misreading these 
words [of Scripture], written expressly for their instruc- 
tion.” This language is peculiarly pertinent here; for 
the readers, in this instance, embrace the living 
creatures, which are full of eyes round about and 
within, and the glorified elders, and the unfallen 
angelic host. If the odds are a million to one against 


202 THE NEW APOLOGETIC, 


an error of the Church militant in relation to the 
subjects specified by Dr. Hodge, what arithmetic shall, 
estimate the odds against a “misreading” on the part 
of the Church triumphant and her companions in glory 
under the immediate instruction of the omniscient 
Lamb Himself, where the single point in question is, 
His own position, as such, in the economy of redemp- 
tion? There is no room for the balancing of probabili- 
ties here. All heaven is on the one side, and the 
advocates of the new Christological centre on the other. 

With regard to the bearing of this theory upon 
Christ's redemptive work, it is obvious that, if true, 
it must affect that work fatally; for, as His work 
depended for its efficacy and merit upon His personal 
rank, it must follow that all the obedience He rendered 
in the estate of personal depotentiation (an estate from 
which He did not fully emerge prior to His enthronement 
at the right hand of God), must have been rendered 
by one who was not divine, and who, consequently, 
must have failed to meet the demands of justice upon 
the many brethren whose nature He assumed. This 
conclusion would be modified somewhat by the theory 
of those who regard the incarnation of Christ as an 
individual as completed at His baptism, and His 
incarnation as the head of an organism as entering on 
its final stage at the Last Supper; but the principle 
at stake is the same, notwithstanding any possible 
modification. The theory, in this latter form, involves 
the conclusion that the efficacious atoning work of 
Christ was limited to the final stages of his earthly 
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history. Works of this class speak much of Christ’s 
perfect human life as exhibited through all the stages 
of infancy, boyhood and manhood, as the great reconcil- 
ing element of the Gospel. This representation, how- 
ever, is but partial truth. Our Lord’s whole life of 
obedience, as well as His sufferings and death, is, it is 
true, embraced in the work of reconciliation; but He 
who will obey and die for sinners, as their substitute, 
must in His obedience, as well as in His death, possess 
the divine nature, if His work is to be efficacious and 
transferable, in its meritoriousness, to those on whose 
behalf He acts. 

These writers, however, are not embarrassed by 
objections of this kind, as their theories do not embrace 
the principle of imputation. According to the repre- 
sentations of some of them, the Atonement is simply 
the natural outcome of the principle of self-sacrifice, 
common to all holy virtue, and found in infinite 
perfection in the divine nature—in fact, an attribute 
of God Himself. Our Saviour acted out this principle 
of self-sacrifice, He submitted voluntarily to the law 
which governs the conflict with evil, and by submitting 
to it triumphed over it. If we are to triumph over it 
we must imitate His example. Our salvation begins 
when we do for ourselves, individually, what Christ 
did as our Exemplar—viz., adopt and act upon this 
principle of self-sacrifice. In other words, Christ saves 
us by showing us how we may save ourselves. 

Others, again, bring Christ much nearer to the 
sinner. According to one, He takes, not the burden of 


204 THE NEW APOLOGETIC, 


our guilt as a thing imputed, but the awful freight 
of our impurities. Substituting the mystical for the 
federal union, this writer represents Him as receiving 
into Himself the impurities of men as the ocean 
receives the impurities of the rivers, and teaches that 
it is in this way He purges their sins. 

In his Old Faiths in New Lights, Dr. Newman 
Smyth, in treating of the trial of Abraham’s faith 
alleges that it “ was intended to teach him ‘that God 
does not wish the offering of blood ;’ a doctrine which, 
we are informed, the later prophets knew—-viz., ‘ that 
God loves merey rather than sacrifice’” On the 
preceding page he informs us that “there is a pure 
truth at the heart of sacrifice,” and represents God, in 
the trial of Abraham’s faith, as intending “ to disentangle 
the true from the false,” “to separate the true from 
the false in the doctrine of sacrifice,” and “to show 
the right use of sacrifice.’ Without one word of 
qualification he tells his readers that’ Abraham’s trial 
taught him “that God does not wish the offering of 
blood,” and finds at the heart of sacrifice nothing but 
a doctrine about the surrender of property to God. In 
a word, the case of Isaac furnishes him, as he interprets 
it, with the data for a generalization which excludes 
from sacrifice the very fundamental idea of the whole 
sacrificial system of the Old Testament Economy. 
That truth which lies at the heart of any type or 
symbol, must ever be regarded as the great truth which 
the type or symbol was intended to express ; and as the 
heart truth which Dr, Smyth finds in sacrifice, not in 
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Isaac’s alone, but in sacrifice in its widest compre- 
hension, which, of course embraces all the sacrifices of 
the Old Testament, does not include the conception of 
the expiation of sin by blood, it must follow that those 
sacrifices, whatever else they may have foreshadowed, 
could not have foreshadowed the (Adopos of Calvary. 
Had Dr. Smyth taken into consideration all the facts 
presented in that wondrous narrative, he might have 
discovered the real “pure” “vital” “truth at the 
heart of sacrifice,” in the sacrifice of the “ram caught 
in a thicket,” which Abraham “ offered up as a burnt- 
offering in the stead of his son.” Surely an offering 
which had cost Abraham nothing, and which was pro- 
vided by God Himself, could not be designed to teach, 
as its heart-truth, the doctrine of sacrifice propounded 
by Dr. Smyth. As the ram was not Abraham’s ram, 
the sacrifice of it could not teach that all Abraham had 
belonged to God, and should, with entire faith in His 
goodness, be devoted to Him; but it did teach, that 
without shedding of blood there is no remission. A 
treatment of the trial of Abraham’s faith which leaves 
out of view and takes no cognisance of Isaac’s atoning 
substitute cannot be regarded as a philosophical con- 
tribution to theological progress. If we are to accept 
Dr. Smyth’s exegesis, as he has generalised this 
incident in the history of sacrifice, we must conclude 
with him that not even the later prophets were aware 
of the central truth of our redemption, viz. “that 
without the shedding of blood there is no remission ! ” 
This is “the newer criticism” over again. Down 
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at least to the times of the later prophets, the covenant 
of works was still in force, or, if abolished, men won 
life on Socinian principles, and had no knowledge of 
the expiation of sin as a condition of acceptance with 
God. Such a resetting of “the old faiths” involves a 
reconstruction of the economy of redemption, the 
elimination of the atonement from the Mosaic economy, 
and the impeachment, not only of the sacred writers, 
bat of God Himself, who, by His sanction of their 
literary frauds, made Himself a party to the deception 
practised upon Israel ! 

Respecting all these contributions to theological 
progress, suffice it to say:—1. That their sympathies 
are with Lutheranism in its modern pantheistic modifi- 
cations. 2. That they are not demanded by any 
established conclusion of the science of our age. 
3. That in all points where they can be scientifically 
tested, they are demonstrably unscientific and unphilo- 
sophical. 4. That, while their advocates profess to 
speculate as evolutionists, they lay aside a fundamental 
principle of evolution when they treat of the Atone- 
ment. It is a fundamental of evolution that the 
essential and characteristic elements of the fully 
developed organism must have existed in the primordial 
germ; and yet writers of this class, in developing 
their theological system, find no place for the essential 
. and characteristic element of an Atonement, as a thing 
ordained of God, prior to the Babylonish Exile! 
5, That they are as unscriptural as they are unscientific. 
Instead of contributing to the advancement of theology, 
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they bear witness to the anti- Reformed theological 
retrogression and deterioration of our times. This may 
appear strong language, but it is not stronger than 
the facts demand. Theories which would, if accepted, 
revolutionise the faith of the people of God, not simply 
in regard to the constitution and destiny of the 
universe, but in regard to the fundamental doctrines 
of Christ’s person and work, and the resurrection of 
the dead, are not to be hailed as contributions to theo- 
logical science, but, on the contrary, are to be noted 
as doctrinal departures from that theological system 
which was given back to the Church of Christ by the 
theological giants of the sixteenth century. In taking 
up almost any one of these current speculations after 
a reading in the works of Calvin or his contemporaries, 
one is sensible of a bathos almost as deep as when he 
passes from the writings of the Apostles to those of 
the fathers. The progress from the Reformers to many 
of the most noted modern progressionists is a progress 
from noon to night, from the definiteness of truth to 
the vague uncertainties of crude, delusive speculations, 

With regard to the changes in our old-fashioned 
theology, which, it is alleged, are demanded by the 
vast progress in biblical criticism, it is as satisfactory 
as it is assuring to know, what the ablest biblical 
critics proclaim as the result of their investigations— 
viz., that no discovery made by them affects any 
doctrine within the entire circle of revealed truth. 
There is not a single essential doctrine of the faith 
which the humblest reader of our English Bible, under 
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the teaching of the Holy Spirit, may not discover with 
infallible certainty. So far as these great determin- 
ing, fundamental verities of our holy religion are 
concerned, the ablest critic has no advantage over his 
humbler brethren. The reason of this is obvious— 
1. The truths of the gospel are, without a single 
exception, revealed in plain texts of Scripture, which 
the simplest may understand. 2. No doctrine of the 
analogy of faith is dependent for proof upon any 
obscure passage, but, on the contrary, is taught again 
and again in texts about whose import there is no 
room for dispute. 3. The only theological advantage 
which the critic has over an English reader is that he 
may be able, as for example in 2 Cor. v. 14, to show 
that a particular passage may be adduced in support 
of a doctrine which the latter, because of his ignorance 
of the original, could not have found in it, although 
he had found it abundantly testified to elsewhere. 

But while these misconceptions of theological pro- 
gress are rejected, it is not held that the Church of 
God has not made progress in her past history in her 
study of the divine Word, or that by her research she 
has exhausted the Bay of revelation. In presence of 
the wisdom and knowledge of God, revealed in the 
history of His dealings with our race, even an Apostle 
must ery —“O the depths!” The riches of Christ, 
. In whom are hidden all the treasures of wisdom and 
knowledge, are unsearchable, and His love passeth 
knowledge. The infiniteness of the themes, however, 
with which theology deals, does not demand for the 
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study of them a reconstruction of the economy of 
redemption. A science is not to be treated as if it 
were a mere hypothesis. Progress in astronomy does 
not involve the reconstruction of the Newtonian system. 
It was not by such treatment of the principles of that 
system that Adams and Leverrier determined the 
position and mass of the planet Neptune before the 
telescope was turned upon that lonely sentinel of the 
solar array. What astronomy is to the progress of our 
knowledge of God’s works in the starry firmament, 
such is our grand old Calvinistic theology to the study 
of His works as they shine forth in the firmament of 
revelation. There is not a single doctrine of the 
analogy of the faith that does not shine out with 
greater splendour when, in accordance with that system, 
it is set in its own doctrinal constellation, and traced 
to its fountain-head in the sovereign grace of our 
Covenant God. It is the only system of theology that 
can be called scientific, as it is the only system which 
humbles man and exalts God. As its essential elements 
are divinely set in their systematic relations in the 
sacred Scriptures, it must ever be regarded as the 
touchstone of all theological speculations, and the guide 
of all genuine theological progress. Both science and 
criticism must submit their results to the arbitrament 
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Cla API GIR IDK. 
THE ATONEMENT,! 


HIS book, as the author states, is the result of 
his best efforts to meet difficulties on the great 
doctrine of the Atonement—difficulties which have 
occurred to himself, and much perplexed him; and it 
has been published with the laudable desire of reliey- 
ing other minds beset with like embarrassments. It 
is a book on law, written by one who had, in early 
life, intended to enter the legal profession, and is 
dedicated to a lawyer of high repute. 

The class of persons who are supposed to encounter 
the difficulties which it is the design of the book to 
remove, are presumed to be conversant with law, and 
of a philosophic or sceptical turn of mind. The 
claims of this class to the standing of philosophers 
may be more readily estimated, after a consideration 
of their reputed difficulties. 

It seems strange that the author should have felt 
himself under any obligation to apologise for dealing 
so much in law, as if he were travelling beyond his 

' The Atonement in its relations to Law and Moral Government ; 
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profession in attempting the discussion of legal prin- 
ciples. His special object demanded the examination 
of legal principles, and his theme, if rightly appre- 
hended, is a matter of law from beginning to end. 
Of such importance is the apprehension of this truth, 
that the man who has failed to discover it, has failed 
to discover the Gospel. That this book is chargeable 
with this tremendous oversight, notwithstanding its 
title-page, will appear in the sequel. 

The plan of the book is, for the author’s purpose, a 
very judicious one. In the first place, we are pre- 
sented with certain difficulties which are said to em- 
barrass philosophic minds in the investigation of the 
Christian doctrine of the Atonement. These diffi- 
culties are followed by a statement of the objects 
which an atonement is intended to secure. Then, in 
as many consecutive chapters, the author argues the 
probability, necessity, and nature of the Atonement. 
Having thus determined what the Atonement ought 
to be, he proceeds to confirm his own independent 
conclusions from the Bible. This, with a chapter on 
the extent of the Atonement, comprising an argument 
conducted on the same principle (of first determining 
what the Scriptures ought to teach, ¢f they are to be 
received by men, and then citing a few apparently 
confirmatory passages in support of the sentence of 
Reason), concludes the whole. 

As the principle stated in the last sentence isa 
fundamental one with the author—one which has 
given direction to all his investigations in connec- 
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tion with the great theme of this book, and has 
manifestly ruled and determined his mind in all 
the conclusions herein recorded, it must be a matter 
of primary interest to ascertain whether this principle 
be valid. The question to be determined is simply 
this—Are we able, independently of Revelation, to 
determine what a revelation must reveal and teach ? 
This brings up the well-known and very important 
question—What is the province of Reason in matters 
of faith? It would prevent a great deal of confusion 
in the consideration of this question, if those who 
discuss it were to observe the distinction between a 
judge and the law which guides and governs him in 
his decisions. The potentia cognoscens must be dis- 
tinguished from the norma judicandi. The confound- 
ing of these two things usually leads to the exaltation 
of the lamp of human reason—the light of nature, 
into a standard whereby the Word of God is to be 
tested, and approved or condemned. It is one thing 
to approach the sacred volume with an apprehending 
power in order to learn; another, and a very different 
thing, to draw near with an independent revelation of 
our own, in order to judge of the matter that volume 
contains. It is one thing to ascertain the sense of a 
given proposition as laid down in the Holy Scriptures, 
another to judge of the truth of that proposition, and 
- to pass sentence upon it, in accordance with an out- 
side and independent standard. He who approaches 
the word of life for the latter purpose must be sadly 
lacking in that grace of humility which is one of the 
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leading traits in the character of those who have re- 
ceived Christ as their prophet. 

It is true that right reason hath, even in matters 
of faith, a judicium contradictionis; and if any de- 
liverance, purporting to be a message from God, were 
found to contain a contradiction of an already authen- 
ticated communication, whether that communication 
have come through the medium of nature, or of revela- 
tion, the reputed message were to be rejected. But 
this is a different doctrine from that which would 
have us receive the Word of God upon the ground of 
its agreement with our own views. What is this 
latter, but an attempt to establish our faith, not in 
the power of God, but in the wisdom of man ? 

The principle, therefore, is wrong. It is wrong first 
to determine what God is, and then to come to the 
Bible to confirm our doctrine. What are we — 
creatures who have opened our eyes upon the teem- 
ing wonders of a wondrous universe, some thirty or 
threescore years ago, and have spent the greater part 
of this period in correcting errors into which we have 
been continually falling—what are we, that we should 
attempt to solve, on principles of law, as received by 
men, the central mystery of Redemption, only drawing 
on the Bible in support of our foregone conclusions ? 
It may be right and wise to speak to them that know 
law in legal phrase, and to discuss with such the 
principles of law may be eminently judicious; but if, 
in the doing of this right and laudable thing, we in- 
troduce principles determining the very nature of the 
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Atonement, and draw upon Scripture merely for con- 
firmation, we assume an attitude towards the word 
of God which must be exceedingly offensive to its 
Author. 

As already charged, this principle has controlled 
the author of this book from the beginning to the 
end of his work, This is no mere inference, though 
it were a most warrantable one, from the spirit and 
method of the entire discussion. It is an avowed 
principle. (See pp. 320, 321, etc, and the author’s 
work on Slavery and the Church, pp. 37, 186.) 
Indeed, the proof may be found in almost any page 
of the present volume. Whether he is reasoning with 
lawyers, or discussing with theologians, the most im- 
portant points connected with this subject, he invari- 
ably settles the whole matter by an appeal to reason 
—as a judge and rule—confirming only occasionally 
by a reference to Scripture. 

From the fundamental and determining principle of 
the book, we proceed to notice some of the reputed 
difficulties which philosophic minds are said to en- 
counter in the investigation of the Scripture doctrine 
of the Atonement. The first of these is given in the 
form of a presumptive objection, against the doctrine 
of pardon through the substituted sufferings of the 
innocent for the guilty. In human governments, it 
_ is alleged, no such arrangements are adopted—none 
such would be allowed. Pardon is extended only 
where there is danger of severity——where the trial 
may not have been fair—where there are some miti- 
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gating considerations, either in the character of the 
individual, or in some circumstance connected with 
the commission of the offence. Where such reasons 
are not found, pardon is never granted among men— 
where such reasons do not exist, the offender lan- 
guishes in prison, or dies. 

Thus it is with men; and _ therefore—Therefore 
what? What, we ask, must be the conclusion of a 
philosophic mind as to the Divine administration ? 
Why, simply this, that God would never pardon one 
whom he had found guilty. The very circumstances 
under which, as stated by this philosopher, human 
governments never extend mercy, are, without an 
exception and in perfection, found wherever God 
judges and condemns. As a philosopher, then, such 
ought to be his conclusion... But such it is not. 
When he comes to speak of the Divine government, 
he introduces a new principle, viz, that God can 
extend pardon where it ought to be extended, with- 
out bias, or danger either of error or of evil. This 
may pass with some men for philosophy; but it 
appears to us, that from the analogy in question the 
conclusion of a truly philosophic mind would have 
been exactly the reverse of the dictum here so quietly 
and complacently assumed. Human governments, we 
are told, never pardon except “where the law in its 
operations is too severe,” “where there are mitigating 
circumstances in the case, of which the law in its 
regular operations cannot take cognisance,” or “ where 
the offender manifests such a spirit of penitence, that 
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the interests of justice will not suffer by his release.” 
Now as there can be no error in judging where God 
is judge, and no severity in the operation of a right- 
eous law administered by a righteous Sovereign, and 
consequently no mitigating circumstances in any case 
where that law has been broken and that Sovereign 
offended, and as tears of penitence (if such could be 
found) are not the balm for injured justice, how could 
a philosopher come to any other conclusion than that 
God would never pardon sin? How, in view of these 
unquestionable truths, could he ever glide into the 
persuasion that there are cases where pardon should 
and ought to be extended? The idea is an unphilo- 
sophic assumption, unwarranted by the premises. A 
fair comparison of the two administrations, the human 
and the divine, would have shut up this reputed 
philosopher to the dreadful alternative of eternal 
wrath. Had he not been kindly furnished with a 
new principle in the second member of the com- 
parison, he might have seen that where an omni- 
scient and righteous Judge, administering a law which 
is holy and just and good, pronounces a man guilty, 
pardon, so far as human reason can discover, is for ever 
impossible. Blessed be God, there is pardon—pardon 
for the chief of sinners; but the scheme by which it 
is secured, and in which it hath been disclosed, is one 
which human wisdom in its highest efforts has never 
conceived—one which exhibits the manifold wisdom 
of God. The glad tidings that God can be just, and 
yet the justifier of the ungodly, have come to our ears, 
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not from the lips of earth’s philosophers, but from the 
lips of men inspired by the Holy Ghost. 

The principle which forms the very kernel of the 
second chapter, viz., that there has everywhere been a 
deep-seated conviction that pardon should in certain 
cases be extended to the guilty—a principle which 
the author of this book adopts, and applies to the 
case of the sinner and the Divine administration—is 
a most dangerous one. It will be seen that it is but 
the echo of the first presumptive objection, as it is, 
indeed, the all pervading idea of the book. The 
impression produced on the mind of any careful 
reader must be this—that if the Divine government 
would avoid the appearance of harshness and severity, 
sin must be pardoned, and the Atonement is the ex- 
pedient by which, with a due regard to the interests 
of the universe, this can be done. This is the sum 
and substance, the beginning, middle, and end of the 
whole matter. 

Now if this principle be true—if it be true that 
pardon ought in certain cases to be extended to the 
guilty, we would like to know ‘how in such cases 
salvation can be ascribed to the good pleasure of God, 
or to the exceeding riches of his grace. Such cases 
would certainly seem not to be included in those 
specified by the apostle, Ephes. i, and ii, for he refers 
the predestination, election, and actual redemption of 
all concerned, to the good pleasure of the will of God, 
and assigns, as the ultimate end, the manifestation of 
His own glorious grace. But if justice could not be 
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exercised against the guilty, without reflecting upon 
the divine administration, representing it as “harsh, 
tyrannical, severe,’ where was there any room for 
good pleasure or choice? How, we ask, could a 
scheme to which the Divine government was com- 
pelled, in order to avoid the appearance of cruelty, 
ever be to the praise of the glory of God’s grace? 
Such a scheme might reflect honour upon those high 
intelligences whose moral sentiments, expressed or 
entertained, compelled the adoption of it; but one 
hymn of praise it could never eyoke, either from the 
subjects of redemption, or the angelic hosts who rejoice 
before the throne. In fact, the doctrine is so sub- 
versive of the whole economy of grace, and so deroga- 
tory to the Divine character, that it is painful either 
to read or review it. 

On all these preliminary objections of reputed 
philosophers, we would remark once for all, that 
the fundamental assumption of them is false. They 
assume that the Atonement is a perfectly plain 
common sense transaction, that there is no mystery 
about it, nothing that has not its parallel in the 
principles of human jurisprudence and the adminis- 
tration of human law. Hence we have a chapter 
on the embarrassment felt among men through lack 
of an atonement, and a correlative one on the pro- 
_ babilities of some such arrangement being made. 
These chapters warrant the conclusion that, among 
other things, the design of the book is to smooth 
down the gospel, and make it so plain and philo- 
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sophical, that there shall remain nothing of mystery 
about it, nothing too high for reason, nothing requir- 
ing faith; and thus to commend, on the ground of its 
entire comprehensibility, an economy before whose im- 
penetrable mysteries the great Apostle of the Gentiles 
stood in reverent awe, and cried, “O the depth of the 
riches, both of the wisdom and knowledge of God! 
how unsearchable are His judgments, and His ways 
past finding out!” And what is this but to degrade 
the mystery of all mysteries—the mystery of the 
obedience and sufferings and death of the incarnate 
God, to the level of the everyday transactions of the 
erring administrators of human affairs? If men can 
see that the principles of the whole economy are em- 
bodied in the science of human jurisprudence, where, 
we ask, is the marvel of redemption? If this be 
true, what reason is there for representing a ransomed 
church, as the great mirror in which angels and 
principalities shall see reflected the manifold wisdom 
of God? If the nature and bearings of the central 
work of the whole economy may be determined a 
priori, from principles of human law, what need was 
there that angels should stoop down from their own 
habitations to look into these things ? 

To satisfy our readers that this is no unfair re- 
presentation of the spirit and tendency of the book, 
one quotation, we are persuaded, will be more than 
sufficient. In the chapter on the embarrassments 
experienced for lack of some such arrangement as an 
atonement, a case of forgery, which occurred in England 
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in the last century, is cited as an illustration. Dr. 
Dodd, a subject of high standing and excellent name, 
had, in an evil hour, used without authority the name 
of the Earl of Chesterfield on a bill. The fraud was 
detected ; there was no question of his guilt. Such, 
however, was the sympathy of the public toward the 
man, and such his conduct, both before and after the 
commission of the offence, that every possible effort 
was made to save him. The paper itself, which was 
indispensable to his conviction, was purposely put 
within his reach, but through some strange infatuation 
he neglected to destroy it. “A petition for his pardon, 
drawn up by Dr. Johnson, and with his name at the 
head, received at once no less than thirty thousand 
signatures, and all the warm feelings of the sovereign 
himself prompted him to clemency. The benevolent 
feelings of a large part of the British nation would 
have been gratified with his pardon. But on the other 
hand, there was the explicit judgment of the law. 
There was the aggravated character of the offence—an 
offence- tending to destroy all confidence in a com- 
mercial community.” “The law was suffered, therefore, 
to take its course. The offender died, and the world 
approved the stern decision of the sovereign.” And 
this is the case that is to illustrate the necessity of an 
atonement, or some such device! What are we to 
think of the philosophy or the theology of an author 
who could cite this case to illustrate the necessity of 
the Atonement ? According to our author's philosophy, 
an atonement was the very thing required to relieve 
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both the government and the nation in this embarrassing 
juncture. But is this a philosophic or reasonable 
view of the case? Why, it must be manifest, almost 
to a child, that the whole embarrassment arose from 
the injustice of the penalty then attached to the crime 
of forgery. And it must be equally manifest that the 
thing required was not an atonement, but an adjustment 
of the penalty. If Dr. Dodd had been sentenced to 
imprisonment instead of death, there had been no such 
manifestation of sympathy. It was the glaring dis- 
proportion between the offence committed and the 
penalty to be endured, that thrilled the national heart 
and stirred up the merciful to the rescue. But where 
this disproportion is not found, where the penalty is 
the righteous award of the transgression, whether the 
case occur on the footstool, and under the magistracy 
of man, or in heaven among the first-born subjects of 
the Sovereign Jehovah, the judgment and punishment 
of the transgressor can never be regarded by any 
right-minded intelligence as “harsh, tyrannical, or 
severe.” . Where a sentence is just, it cannot be unjust 
to inflict it. } 

But there is something worse than bad philosophy 
in this case of forgery; it is brim-full of the worst 
ingredients of a corrupt theology. What! the case of 
a forger, overburdened with an unrighteous penalty, 
set in comparison with that of a transgressor of God’s 
law, visited with the sentence of a law which is holy 
and just and good, and that by the Judge of all the 
earth! Are we to infer from the harshness of the 
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government of George III. in putting Dr. Dodd to 
death for forgery, a similar harshness on the part of 
the righteous Jehovah, in putting the sons of Adam to 
death for rebellion against his own august Majesty ? 
Ah, no; let God be just, though all the sons of men 
be tyrants. We believe that the judgment of God is 
according to truth against them which commit such 
things; and that judgment is, “the soul that sinneth, 
it shall die.” 

And what is true of this case is true of all others 
that are or can be cited on this behalf. There can be 
no case found among the sons of men, or in the history 
of law and government, to furnish a true parallel to 
the case of the sinner, as he stands related to an 
offended God, administering a broken law. What 
would be wrong or harsh or cruel, in a finite, erring 
man, sitting in judgment on a fellow-man, can never, 
with the sanction of sound reason, much less of 
Scripture, be set up as a standard whereby to measure 
the righteousness or severity of God. If it could be 
shown that human law is infallible in the wisdom of 
its enactments, that the penalty annexed is always the 
righteous measure of the offence, that those who ad- 
minister it are omniscient and unswerving in their 
moral rectitude, and that the sentence is ever in 
accordance with the law and facts of the case, and 
then that, after all, the government felt embarrassed 
for lack of an atonement, there might be some ground 
for such analogical reasonings as those which make up 
this book, On sucha firm basis a man might found, 
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with all the independence of Scripture which character- 
ises our author, and with some show of plausibility, 
a system of theology emerging from an Atonement, 
measured and determined in all its essentials, and in 
all its relations and objects, by the great principles of 
human law. From such premises on the human side, 
a man of a philosophic mind might argue out the 
necessity and probability of an Atonement on the 
divine. But what are we to say either of the philo- 
sophy or the theology which draws such an inference 
from the imagined wants of a government, where law 
is fallible and penalty often unjust? Why, the fact 
is, when we come to run these principles to their 
legitimate and avowed conclusions, we begin to tremble 
before the blaze of that wisdom and justice they would 
so irreverently tarnish, and so presumptuously impugn. 

We pass now to the theology of the fourth chapter ; 
a chapter on the objects to be secured by an atonement. 
These objects, as enumerated by our author, are as 
follows:—The maintenance of the authority of law; 
the securing of the object contemplated by the penalty; 
the ensuring of the reformation of the offenders in 
whose behalf it is made; the protection of the interests 
of the community against evils which might arise from 
the pardon of the guilty; and the guarding of the 
government from disparagement in the eyes of the 





world. 

On this enumeration, we would remark that it is 
singularly defective, and defective on the great essential 
point of all. If carried out and applied, as it is, to 
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the Atonement, it represents God as determined, in the 
providing of Redemption, by considerations drawn 
exclusively from without, and from the finite. There 
is not in the whole enumeration, nor is there in the 
whole compass of the book, a single intimation of the 
satisfaction of Divine justice being included among the 
objects of the Atonement! The only thing that wears 
the least semblance of an acknowledgment of this all- 
important truth, is the reference which the Atonement 
‘is said to have to law and penalty. But even this 
semblance vanishes when the author comes to state 
the relation between the Divine law and the Divine 
nature. On page 80, after raising the question why 
the thing that is commanded is right and why the 
thing that is prohibited is wrong, he lays down three 
theories—viz., that which refers it to the will of the 
lawgiver; that which refers it to the nature of things ; 
and that which refers it to the bearing of the thing 
commanded or prohibited upon the happiness of the 
creature. Which of these theories exhibits the true 
foundation of the distinction between right and wrong, 
our author does not undertake to determine, but merely 
adds, with characteristic unsatisfactoriness, that “it is 
a question which has never been so determined as to 
demand the assent of all men What a reason for 
declining a candid avowal of his own doctrine, on a 
question which lies at the very foundation of virtue ! 


{ 2 


Is there, after all, nothing fixed and certain, even in 
morals, but those principles and maxims which have 
commanded the assent of all men? If this be true, 
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the sooner the Bible is laid aside, and a congress of 
the kindreds and tribes of this world assembled to 
determine upon a universal creed the better. 

Our author, however, might as well have stated in 
plain terms what his views on this question are; for 
in saying that “a difference of opinion on these points 
does not affect his position,” he has disclaimed the 
doctrine that the law of God is a transcript of the 
Divine nature, as forming any part of his system, and 
thus has indirectly denied that there is anything in 
the nature of God requiring the punishment of sin. 
That this is his doctrine on this subject, will be still 
more manifest as his theory of the Atonement unrolls. 

We are, therefore, justified in affirming that this 
book does not include, among the objects to be secured 
by the Atonement, the satisfaction of Divine justice, 
and in representing it as a scheme which exhibits God 
as determined throughout by the interests of the 
universe. That such a system can never be reconciled 
with the Word of God, ought to be patent to every 
reader of the Bible. That word uniformly represents” 
God as acting with reference to Himself, and for His 
own glory; nor can there be a single passage pointed 
out, in which He is said to have been determined by 
the interests or sentiments, or “ finer feelings” of His 
creatures. And what is this but to make the glory 
of God the chief end for which all things were created ? 
and what is this would-be philosophy but an attempt 
to subordinate God Himself to the universe which His 


own power and wisdom have brought into existence, 
P 
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and continue to sustain? It is true that the best 
interests of His creatures are secured by that admini- 
stration, which hath for its final end His own glory ; 
but to elevate these interests into the determinate 
cause of all that God has done, or will do, yea, or can 
do, in the economy of Redemption, is to reduce the 
I AM, the Alpha and the Omega—of whom, and 
through whom, and to whom are all things—to a state 
of vassalage to the universe! 

The fact is, the doctrine which underlies this whole 
theory of the Atonement is subversive of Theism alto- 
gether, A being determined by considerations outside 
of Himself cannot be God. It is essential to the very 
nature of God that He be independent and omniscient ; 
but with these attributes a determination ad extra is 
utterly and for ever irreconcilable. What an amount 
of bad philosophy and worse theology would the 
church be saved, were men to get their minds thor- 
oughly imbued with the answer given in our Shorter 
Catechism to the question, “What is God?” “God 
is a Spirit, infinite, eternal, unchangeable in His 
being, wisdom, power, holiness, justice, goodness, and 
truth.” Were theologians to learn this first truth, and 
couple with it that noble utterance with which the 
Catechism opens—viz., “ Man’s chief end is to glorify 
God and to enjoy Him for ever,’ they would never be 
found framing theories which would strip God of His 
justice, and set the universe above the throne of the 
Creator. What is true of man’s end and man’s happi- 
ness is true of the end and blessedness of all the moral 


GOD’S GLORY THE ULTIMATE END OF HIS AcTS, 227 


intelligences which God has created; and it is true 
of man that it is only in the advancement of the 
glory of God that he can have any true enjoyment. 
Nor is this to humble either man or angel. God is 
Himself the highest end for which even He could act. 
As He could swear by no greater, so He can work for 
no greater. Can we conceive of God as stooping to a 
lower than the highest end? And if His own glory 
be an end becoming the forth-putting of the might 
and wisdom of God Himself, surely He may well 
claim for the advancement of that glory the highest 
service of the highest seraph! Ah, there are none of 
the enraptured hosts who stand with veiled vision 
before the blaze of that glory in the temple above, 
who would regard it a bondage to be employed in 
advancing it! What child of God is there upon the 
footstool who does not look upon that service as the 
source of the sweetest enjoyment, and look forward to 
the beholding of that glory as the richest reward ? 
What, then, are we to think of a theory of the Atone- 
ment—a theory of the redemption work accomplished 
by the Son of God which leaves all this out of view— 
a theory which makes all the objects of the Atonement 
terminate upon something outside of, and therefore 
beneath God! It cannot be the theory of the Bible, 
for the Bible expressly teaches that the glory of God 
was the end of the whole emprise. Such, however, is 
the doctrine of this book; and this fact is sufficient to 
stamp it as another gospel. 

But besides this defect in the objective reference of 
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the Atonement, the book is defective on another point, 
which we must regard as a vital one. Is it not a 
singular fact that a work on the Atonement should 
leave out of view the obedience of Christ? Is it not 
still more glaringly singular that a work professing to 
exhibit the Atonement in its relations to law should 
be chargeable with such an omission? This charge 
we do prefer against this book. It ignores, both by 
its silence and by its principles, the part which the 
obedience of Christ has achieved in the great work of 
Atonement ! 

Now, law, as all men who know law teach, embraces 
two elements, precept and penalty. Indeed, our author 
has gone further than this, and exhibited the penalty 
as the mere adjunct. In conformity with these 
elements of law there are two things required from 
those who will satisfy it—viz., obedience and suffering 
—the latter, of course, only where the law has been 
broken. If, then, the precept or rule, as our author 
teaches, be the main thing in law, one would expect 
that obedience ought to be the main thing in an 
atonement. How comes it, then, that. the atonement 
described. in. this book: is destitute of this essential 
element ? How comes it that the thing required by 
that which, in our author’s estimation, is the sum and 
substance of law is not to be found in his system ? 
. Here is evidently a departure from what his own 
premises would have driven a logician to, as it is a 
departure from the faith of Christendom. Let any 
man take up the Confessions and Catechisms of the 
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Churches of the Reformation, or the works of such 
men as Turrettine, Calvin, or Owen, and mark the 
prominence given to the obedience of Christ in the 
work of Redemption, and we are fully persuaded he 
will conclude that the theology of this book is not the 
theology of the Reformation. The key to this exclu- 
sion of Christ’s obedience from any share in the Atone- 
ment is to be found in the author’s aversion to the 
doctrine of imputation. If it had been admitted that 
Christ was made under the law, that He might 
redeem them that were under the law, and that his 
obedience had anything to do with making the many 
righteous, it might have become too manifest that, 
whilst living under the law, there was a righteousness 
wrought out, available as the judicial ground of the 
justification of His people, and which might therefore 
be imputed. But as our author denies the existence 
of any such righteousness, and the possibility of 
imputing it, even if it did exist, it behoved him to 
keep it in abeyance, or merge it in the notion of a 
service done to the universe. 

And as there is nothing in this Atonement to meet 
the claims of the precept, so there is nothing to meet 
the demands of the penalty. As there is no legal 
obedience, so there is no penal suffering. Having 
stripped the poor sinner of the only robe that could 
cover his nakedness, the author proceeds to remove 
from the lintel and door-posts of the house in which 
he has taken refuge the sacrificial blood, which alone 
can avert the sword of the destroying angel. He 
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speaks, it is true, of sufferings—yea, of sufferings unto 
death; but of what avail are these if not inflicted in 
satisfaction of law and by the hand of justice? The 
reasonings employed against the doctrine, that Christ 
bore the penalty due to our sins in His own body on 
the tree, are enough to produce the most painful 
impression on the mind of any one who has trusted in 
those very sufferings as His shield against the wrath 
of a righteous Judge. They are, in the main, the 
very arguments of Socinus, and would, if carried out, 
lead to the adoption of the entire Socinian system 
with regard both to Christ’s work and person. 

His first objection, for it is no argument, against the 
doctrine that the sufferings of Christ were penal, is 
that it would imply on Christ’s part the experience of 
remorse—an objection which has been echoing from 
Socinian to Remonstrant, and from Remonstrant back 
to Socinian, from the days of Socinus up to the hour 
in which it received a fresh repetition in this book. 
And, after all, what is it worth? Why, it obviously 
rests on two false assumptions—(1) That remorse is 
a necessary part of the penalty; (2) That imputation 
implies a transfer of moral character. If the former 
be true, how comes it that children are visited with 
penal suffering? Here is surely penal suffering, but 
where is the remorse ? It is not remorse, but death, 
. that is the penalty denounced against sin. “In the 
day thou eatest thereof, thou shalt surely die.” “The 
soul that sinneth, it shall die.” “The wages of sin 
is death.” “They which commit such things are 


FUNDAMENTAL PRINCIPLE OF IMPUTATION. Dou 


worthy of death.’ Remorse may be a part of the 
woe of the lost, but what has this to do with the 
doctrine that Christ’s sufferings were penal? Is it 
logical to argue from the mental emotions connected 
with the infliction of the penalty on one who has 
actually transgressed and is morally corrupt, to what 
must be the experiences of a substitute who has never 
sinned, and who is holy, harmless and undefiled? As 
already stated, this reasoning must be propped up with 
the assumption that imputation implies a transfer of 
moral character; and without this prop it is utterly 
insupportable. That such an assumption is false is so 
obvious that there is no need of refuting it. Would 
the imputation of the debt of Onesimus to Paul have 
been attended with an experience of the regrets of 
Onesimus for contracting it? Did the sons and 
daughters of Achan, who were put to death for 
Achan’s sin, undergo the same mental anguish as 
their father, who had coveted and hidden the silver 
and the wedge of gold and the Babylonish garment ? 
These cases settle the whole controversy. Those who 
hold that imputation implies a transfer of moral char- 
acter must prove that these are not cases in point, or 
they must acknowledge that their boasted principle is 
false. But to prove that these are not cases in point 
is simply impossible, for they embrace the fundamental 
principle of imputation. That principle is, that what 
personally and in law belongs to one is made the judicial 
ground of dealing with another. Paul recognised this 
principle, when by his letter he bound himself, and 
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that in law if Philemon had chosen, for the debts of 
Onesimus. Joshua and Israel, or rather Jehovah (for 
the whole transaction was by the order and counsel of 
the Lord), recognised it when Achan’s family were 
stoned to death and burned with fire for Achan’s sin. 
And if this was not the principle on which the 
Amalek of Saul’s day suffered for the sin committed 
by the Amalek who lay in wait for Israel when he 
came up out of Egypt four hundred years before, we 
would like to be told what interpretation we are to 
put upon the following language :—“ Thus saith the 
Lord of Hosts, I remember that which Amalek did to 
Israel, how he laid wait for him in the way, when he 
came up out of Egypt. Now go and smite Amalek, 
and utterly destroy all that they have, and spare them 
not; but slay both man and woman, infant and suck- 
ling, ox and sheep, camel and ass.” No righteous 
exegesis can ever eliminate from this passage the 
fundamental principle of imputation. There it is as 
manifest as language can make it. He who proclaimed 
Himself from Sinai, “a jealous God, visiting the iniquity 
of the fathers upon the children, unto the third and 
fourth generation of them that hate Him,” here illus- 
trates the principle of that righteous law by commis- 
sioning Saul to execute upon the fourth generation the 
sin of a buried ancestry. And did space not forbid, 
_ lt were easy to show that there is no principle more 
uniformly recognised or more frequently illustrated, 
either in the Scriptures or profane history, than the 
one which we have been defending, and which it is 
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a primary object with our author to ignore. It .is 
uttered from Sinai with the voice of thunder, and is 
endorsed and reiterated by our Saviour in the days of 
His flesh. Yes, it mingles with that voice of lamenta- 
tion which a rejected Redeemer lifts up over the 
devoted Jerusalem—“ That upon you may come all 
the righteous blood shed upon the earth,. from the 
blood of righteous Abel unto the blood of Zacharias, 
son of Barachias, whom ye slew between the temple 
and the altar. Verily, I say unto you, All these 
things shall come upon this generation.” Before these 
utterances it becomes us to bow, and exclaim, with 
one who was favoured with the sight of things within 
the veil, “ O the depth of the riches, both of the wisdom 
and knowledge of God! how unsearchable are His judg- 
ments, and His ways past finding out!” 

The next objection urged against the doctrine of 
penal suffering, viz., that it would have involved, on 
the part of the sufferer, subjection to eternal death, 
is from the same source as the former, and confounds 
the design of the sufferings with the period of their 
duration. The attribute eternal belongs to the latter, 
and not to the former. It simply expresses the 
duration of the suffering, if man is to be the sufferer. 
That the sufferings of Christ, as our legal Substitute, 
were not eternal, arose from the infinite dignity of His 
ever-adorable Person. For the objector whom this 
glorious truth will not silence, or satisfy, the Word of 
God has no further answer. 

We cannot, however, take leave of this portion of 
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the book without noticing one other argument, which 
our author has advanced against the doctrine that 
Christ’s sufferings were penal. “If such were the 
nature of the Atonement,’ he argues, “there could be 
no mercy in the case. When a debt is paid, there is 
no forgiveness; when a penalty. is endured, there is 
no mercy, In the case of one who should be willing 
to pay the debt, or to endure the suffering, there may 
be the highest benevolence, but there is no mercy 
exhibited by him to whom the debt is paid, or the 
penalty of whose law has been borne.” This argument 
he illustrates as follows :—It would have been kind- 
ness, indeed, in an Egyptian to have come in volun- 
tarily, and aided the oppressed and burdened Hebrew 
to furnish the tale of bricks; but there would have 
been no kindness or compassion evinced by the task- 
master who had appointed the task, for the whole 
demand would have been complied with. So far as 
he who performed the work was concerned, and so far 
as the burdened Hebrew was concerned, it would have 
been a transaction of mere law and justice ; so far as 
the task-master was concerned, there would have been 
in the case neither mercy nor compassion.” 

This passage is a specimen of what we must regard 
as a deplorable feature of the theology of this book. 
It is an attempt, on the one hand, to furnish a palli- 
_ation, if not an apology for sin, and on the other, to 
disparage the character, law, and government of God, 
by representing them as harsh, tyrannical and severe. 
The animus of the foregoing illustration must be 
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palpable to any candid mind. Why not put the case 
fairly? Inadequate as it is to illustrate the relation 
of a rebel sinner to an offended God, yet, had it been 
fairly stated, it would have sustained the very doctrine 
it was designed to overthrow. The case fairly stated 
would stand thus:—A law of Egypt, which the king 
is as unable to change as he is to change his own 
nature, demands at the hands of a Hebrew very heavy 
toils and great suffering. The king, however, so loves 
the Hebrew that he spares not his own well-beloved 
son, the heir of Egypt’s crown, but sends him into the 
brick-fields as a slave, to furnish for the Hebrew the 
“tale of brick” demanded by the law. ‘The son enters 
with all his heart into the gracious purpose of his 
father, delighting to do his father’s will, and loving 
the Hebrew with the same intensity of love. He 
takes the place of the Hebrew in the field of toil, and 
when the term of service closes, he gives into the 
hand of Egypt’s law the full tale of brick, and claims 
the emancipation of those for whose deliverance that 
service was rendered, and those sufferings endured. 
This is the case fairly put; and so far as such a case 
can illustrate the work of Redemption, it is, from 
beginning to end, an illustration of the very doctrine 
our author has been labouring to destroy. It exhibits 
a king girt about with justice, and moved with a love 
that will hesitate at no sacrifice. Who, with his eye 
upon such an act of kingly condescension and com- 
passion, could have the heartlessness and injustice to 
conclude that there was nothing of mercy manifested 
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by him who originated the whole scheme of deliver- 
ance. And when we substitute for the unrighteous 
enactment of Egypt’s tyrant that law under which 
man is held amenable to penal suffering—a law which 
is holy and just and good; and in the place of 
Pharaoh, Him who so loved the world as to give His 
only begotten Son; and instead of an heir to the 
crown and kingdom of Egypt, the Heir of all things; 
and for the poor slave in the brick-field, suffering 
under an unrighteous bondage, the rebel sinner filled 
with enmity against his rightful Lord and Sovereign, 
who embraces in his character all moral excellence in 
infinite perfection, and then finish the comparison 
with what the Scriptures reveal of the free and 
sovereign grace wherewith the Eternal King stooped 
to extend his sceptre to his enemy, what but astonish- 
ment at the magnitude of the grace, and what but 
tenfold astonishment at the insensibility that has 
failed to discover and admire it, can possess the soul 
of any right-minded moral intelligence? Yes, penal 
suffering on the part of the substitute is not incon- 
sistent with the manifestation of mercy to those in 
whose place he stood. It is justice that awakes the 
sword against the Shepherd, but it is mercy that 
spreads her wings over the sheep. Justice has her 
vindication in the infliction of the penalty, mercy 

unveils her face in the transfer of the penalty from 
~ the transgressor to the substitute. Here is mercy, 
not on the tremendous terms of this book, not mercy 
obtained by the sacrifice of God’s truth and law and 
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justice; but mercy sustained throughout by every 
principle of law and truth and righteousness; the 
mercy of Him who is “just, and yet the justifier of 
Him that believeth in Jesus.” 

We do not deem it necessary to dwell long upon 
what our author says on the extent of the Atonement. 
We find in his chapter on this subject nothing more 
than the common-place misconceptions and objections. 
He limits the discussion to the relation of the Atone- 
ment to the human race, not because, from his view 
of its nature, it has any special suitableness to men 
more than to angels, but simply because there is no 
intimation that it “ was designed to secure the salvation 
of any other fallen being than man.” According to 
Mr. Barnes, therefore, the Atonement is limited to 
the human race, and its limitation is determined, not 
by its nature, its sufficiency, or its suitableness, but 
simply by its design. Suppose we apply this to its 
relation to the human family. Unless Mr. Barnes 
holds that the Atonement was designed to secure the 
salvation of all men, he cannot maintain that it was 
desioned for all men. If its limitation is determined 
by its design, and if its design is determined by its 
actual or revealed effect, then, if the fact that it was 
not designed to secure the salvation of angels shows 
that it was limited to the human race, the fact that 
it was not designed to secure the salvation of all men, 
proves that it was limited to those whose salvation it 
does secure. Mr. Barnes has stumbled at the very 
threshold of his argument. He begins by teaching 
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the very doctrine which he labours through the whole 
chapter to refute, That doctrine is, that the extent 
of the Atonement is determined, not by its nature, 
its sufficiency, or its suitableness, but by the effect it 
was designed to secure. Yet he argues from its suit- 
ableness and sufficiency that it was designed for all 
men, while he admits that it was not designed to secure 
the salvation of all. He therefore refutes himself. 
He says the sources of evidence on this subject must 
be—1, analogy; 2, probabilities from the nature of 
the Atonement; 3, the testimony of Scripture. Under 
the first head, he argues from the abundance and 
suitableness of the materia medica, to a like sufficiency 
and suitableness of the provisions of grace. But he 
forgets that, by his own showing, the question does 
not relate to the sufficiency or suitableness of the 
Atonement, but to its design. The argument from 
analogy, if it is worth anything, is simply this—God 
has made abundant provision for the physical wants 
and maladies of men, therefore it is probable that he 
has made similar abundant provision for their spiritual 
necessities. This no one denies. The argument from 
analogy, therefore, proves nothing to the point. God 
has made the earth productive, and stored it with 
inexhaustible treasures of silver and gold: does this 
prove that he designed that all men should be rich ? 

Does it prove that this provision of the sources of 
* wealth was designed for those who never enjoy them ? 
If so, the purpose of God has failed. Because God 
has given healing virtue to plants and minerals, does 
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that prove that He designed that all men should be 
healed of their diseases? Things were designed for 
the ends which they actually accomplish. If, there- 
fore, the materia medica, notwithstanding its abundance 
and its efficacy, does not heal all men, it was not 
designed to heal them: it was designed to heal those 
whom it does heal, and no others. In like manner 
the Atonement of Christ, however abundant and suit- 
able for all men, was designed for those who are 
thereby actually redeemed. 

His argument from the nature of the Atonement 
is equally inconclusive. He argues that there is 
nothing in the nature of the Atonement to limit it 
to a particular class of men; and, from the dignity of 
Christ’s person, that there is no necessity for such 
limitation, “If,” he says, “the sufferer had been a 
mere man, then it would seem necessarily to follow 
that the Atonement must have been limited. It 
would be impossible to conceive how a mere man, 
however pure in character, elevated in rank, or lofty 
in virtue, could have such merit that his sufferings 
could avail to the redemption of the entire human 
race,’ etc. According to this, the necessity for the 
divinity of Christ as a Redeemer arises from the 
number to be redeemed. Had fewer souls been the 
objects of redemption, then the merit of a creature, 
of an angel or a man, would have sufficed. Such is 
the legitimate consequence of the principle involved 
in this argument. According to the Bible, the ne- 
cessity of the Atonement arises from the nature of 
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sin and the justice of God; and therefore the same 
merit in the Redeemer would be demanded if one 
soul or millions were to be redeemed. All that Mr. 
Barnes’s arguments under this head can possibly 
prove, and all, we presume, they were intended to 
prove, is that the Atonement is, from its nature, 
suitable for all men, and, from the dignity of the 
Redeemer’s person, sufficient for all. This we cheer- 
fully admit. This is the doctrine of our church, and 
of the church universal. But what has this to do 
with the question? So far as the extent of the Atone- 
ment is concerned, the point in debate is not its nature 
or its value, but its design. Mr. Barnes admits that 
we cannot infer the design of the Atonement from its 
suitableness and sufficiency. According to him, it is 
sufficient and suitable for angels as well as for men, 
yet he says it is limited to the human race. After 
admitting this, he turns round and argues that it is 
designed for all men, because it is sufficient and 
suitable for all. This, as every one sees, is a non- 
sequitur. 

It is palpable that the only source of knowledge as 
to the design of what God does is his own declarations 
on the subject. The testimony of Scripture, there- 
fore, instead of coming last, as it does in Mr, 
Barnes’s argument, as though its only office were to 
confirm the deductions of our own reason, should come 
first and determine the question beyond dispute or 
appeal. Our author refers to the passages usually 
quoted to prove that the Atonement has equal reference 
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to all men. One of these passages is John iii, 16— 
“God so loved the world, that He gave His only 
begotten Son, that whosoever believeth in Him might 
not perish, but have eternal life.” The argument here 
is that as the word «écpos (world) means men, man- 
kind, the human race, therefore the design of God in 
sending His Son as a Saviour had equal reference to 
all men. If this proves anything, then it proves that 
when we call our Lord Salvator hominum, as all 
Christians do, we mean to say that He is the Saviour 
of all men; that when Paul says that Jesus Christ 
came into the world to save sinners, he means all 
sinners. It is true that the design of Christ’s work 
was to save sinners, but it is not true that he designed 
to save all sinners. In all such cases the words men, 
world, sinners, designate the class of persons whom 
Christ came to save. - In John ii. 16, for example, 
our Lord teaches that the design of God in sending His 
Son was the salvation of men, not of angels; of men 
generally, and not of Jews exclusively. The declara- 
tion that men and not angels, men generally and not 
the Jews only, are embraced in the design of God, does 
not teach that he designs to save all men. Our Church 
has adopted the Westminster Catechism, which teaches 
that “ God having out of His mere good pleasure from all 
eternity, elected some to everlasting life, did enter into 
a covenant of grace to deliver them out of the estate 
of sin and misery, and to bring them into an estate of 
salvation by a Redeemer.” According to this, election 
precedes redemption. God elects some to everlasting 
Q 
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life; and sends his Son to redeem them. The work of 
Christ, therefore, has a special reference to the elect. 
Such is the doctrine of our Church. Now, suppose 
some one should turn to our hymn book, and endeavour 
to prove that the Church which sanctions that book 
teaches that Christ died equally for all men—because 
in the hymn book it is said in substance, over and 
over, perhaps a hundred times, that “God pitied dying 
men, and sent His Son to give them life again;” or 
that the Lamb of God “sustains the dreadful load of 
man’s iniquities;” or, “Lord, what is man, that he 
should prove the object of Thy boundless love ?”. or, 
“to save a guilty world He dies;” would such an 
argument amount to anything? Does the hymn book 
contradict the catechism? Is saying that Christ came 
to save sinners, to save men, inconsistent with saying 
that His death had a special reference to His own 
people. If not, then the argument for an indefinite 
atonement, founded on such passages as that quoted 
above, amounts to nothing, The illustration which our 
Lord Himself uses is derived from Moses lifting up 
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the serpent in the wilderness. The design of God in 
this transaction was twofold; first, to illustrate the 
method of salvation, as we learn from the use made of 
the incident in the New Testament; and, secondly, 
actually to heal a certain portion of the people. Now 
there is no question—1. That the method of cure 
proposed to the Israelites was adapted to all; it was 
as well suited to one case as to another. 2. That it 
made no matter whether one or ten thousand was 
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healed by the appointed means. One man’s looking at 
the serpent did not hinder another man’s looking. 
There was no possibility of exhausting the healing 
power of the means of cure. There could be no 
tendency to such exhaustion. 3. That the cure was 
offered freely and sincerely to all the afflicted. 4, 
That in fact some were healed and others perished, 
and so far as the design of God was concerned, the 
lifting up of the serpent was intended as a means of 
cure to those whom it was rendered effectual, and not 
for those who perished. Many, doubtless, never heard 
the proclamation; many who heard it were too 
stupid to avail themselves of the means of restoration ; 
some, no doubt, preferred trusting to some other 
remedy. 5. Notwithstanding this lmitation in the 
design of God in providing this method of cure, it 
would be perfectly proper to say, in general terms, that 
God so pitied the dying Israelites, that he ordained- 
that whosoever looked on the brazen serpent should not 
perish, but be restored to health. No one would be 
authorised to infer from this language that God intended 
the provision as much for those whom he had deter- 
mined to save,as for those whom he had determined 
to allow to perish. The application of all this’to the 
work of Christ is too obvious to need any remark. 
That work is adapted to the salvation of all men. It 
is sufficient for all. It is freely offered to all, It was 
designed for God’s own people, and in perfect con- 
sistency with His limitation as to design. It may be 
said, as in the case of the Israelites, that God so pitied 
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dying men, or He so loved mankind, or the world, that 
He gave His only begotten Son, that whosoever 
believeth in Him should not perish, but have eternal 
life. Such declarations afford, therefore, no argument 
to disprove the plain doctrine of the Bible, that Christ 
laid down His life for His sheep, that their salvation 
was the end intended to be secured by His death, and 
that He died for them in a sense in which He did not 
die for those that perish. 

Another passage quoted is Heb. ii. 9, “He tasted 
death for every man.” Of course Mr. Barnes knows 
that the word for man is not in the Greek. It is 
simply brép avtds, for every one, Does this mean 
for every sensitive creature? Mr. Barnes says, No, 
for irrational creatures are not the objects of redemp- 
tion. Does it mean every rational creature? He 
again says, No, for unfallen angels do not need 
redemption. Does it mean every fallen rational 
creature? Again the answer is, No, for the Atone- 
ment was not designed for fallen angels. What, then, 
does it mean? It means that Christ tasted death for 
every one of the objects’ of redemption. It is, and 
must be, thus limited. Christ tasted death for every 
one of those whom God designed to redeem by His 
blood. It is on this principle that Mr, Barnes limits 
the text, and says, it does not mean every creature, 
_ nor every intelligent creature, nor every intelligent 
fallen creature, but every one of those embraced in the 
design of God. Whether that design includes all men, 
or all the people of God, depends, not on this passage, 
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’ but on the general doctrine of the Bible. If the 
Scriptures teach that God designed to save all fallen 
beings by the death of Christ, then the passage means 
that Christ tasted death for every intelligent fallen 
creature. If they teach that He designed the salva- 
tion of all men, then it means that Christ tasted death 
for all men. But if the Bible teaches that God 
designed to save His own people, then it means that 
the Redeemer tasted death for every one of the elect. 
The question is not as to the meaning of the words— 
about which there can be no dispute—but simply as 
to the point, who are the redeemed. Chrst died for 
every one of the objects of redemption. In this 
exposition both parties must agree, and therefore the 
passage does not decide anything. 

Mr. Barnes, of course, makes the common objection 
from the universal offer of the gospel. If salvation is 
offered to all men on the ground of the death of 
Christ, He must have died for all. He uses the 
familiar illustration of captives in a foreign land. 
Such captives do not wish to be informed merely of 
the ability of some one to redeem them; they wish to 
know “whether it is the intention of such an one thus 
to appropriate his wealth;” whether the offer of 
deliverance is founded merely on the fact that he in 
whose name the offer is made is a man of wealth, 
or on the ground that the ransom is actually paid or 
provided; whether the offer is made “to mock their 
misery by the exhibition of wealth, which cannot in 
any event be theirs”; or whether it is made in good 
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faith, ete. etc. This is intended to prove that the 
offer of the gospel to all men must be insincere, and a 
mockery, unless Christ died for all men. As soon, 
however, as the case is fairly stated, the weakness of 
this argument, and the grossnessof the misrepresentation 
which it involves, become apparent. Suppose a man 
hears that his own family, together with many other 
persons, are held in captivity; suppose the ransom 
demanded for his own family is the same in value as 
that demanded for the ransom of the whole body 
of captives. He determines to pay the ransom, with 
the design and purpose to deliver his own children, 
whom he can constrain to accept deliverance at his 
hands. When the ransom is paid, although designed 
for the deliverance of a part, yet being sufficient for 
the deliverance of the whole, he offers redemption not 
only to his own, but to all who choose to accept it. 
Is there any mockery in this? Does the fact that the 
ransom was paid with a special reference to some 
prevent its being freely offered to all. If those to 
whom it is offered prefer their bondage ; if they refuse 
to be indebted to him who has paid the ransom for 
their deliverance; if they think they can deliver 
themselves; if on these, or any other grounds, they 
refuse the offer of deliverance, the guilt and folly are 
their own. If a king makes a feast for his friends, 
does this prevent his sincerely inviting all who choose. 
to come and partake of his bounty; if God, in giving 
His Son for the redemption of His own people, has 
paid a ransom sufficient for the deliverance of all men, 
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does the purpose for which that ransom was paid 
present any barrier to the general offer of salvation ? 
It is a weary business to have to answer the same 
objections, and correct the same misrepresentations, 
day after day and year after year. 

The impression made upon our minds by this 
book is a very painful one. We have great respect 
for its author. He has beena laborious and successful 
pastor and writer. He stands deservedly high in the 
estimation of the community. That such a man 
should put forth a book so thoroughly rationalistic in 
its principles and spirit as the one before us, is deeply 
to be lamented. We can hardly believe that it 
contains truth enough to save the soul. A man 
might as well attempt to live on the husk of a cocoa- 
nut. We have no idea that Mr. Barnes, as a Christian, 
lives on the doctrine of the Atonement as here pre- 
sented, There is asense in which we are full believers 
in the difference between the theology of the intellect 
and the theology of the heart. A man in the retire- 
ment of his study may, by a perverted train of thought, 
satisfy himself that matter has no existence; but he 
is an idealist only so long as that train of thought 
is present to his mind. The moment he goes out into 
the world he resumes his normal state, and is as much 
a believer in the existence of things external as other 
men. ‘Thus really good and devout men may spin out 
a theory which to their understanding seems true and 
consistent, but which they believe only so long as the 
pen is in their hand. Their inward practical faith is 
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determined by the direct assertions of the Bible, and 
by their own religious experience. We rejoice to 
believe that Mr. Barnes is a thousand times better 
than the theology of his book. 


NV.B.—The reader will have observed the striking resemblance of 
the doctrines advocated by Mr. Barnes, and of the arguments adduced 
in their support, to the doctrinal positions and arguments of the 
Confessional Revisionists on both sides of the Atlantic. It will 
be seen immediately that the same remark applies equally to Dr. 
Bushnell’s work on the Vicarious Sacrifice. 


CHAPTER X. 
VICARIOUS SACRIFICE. 


R. BUSHNELL never comes before the public 
with an inferior theme, or at an unseason- 

able time. Ever judicious in the selection of a 
subject, and felicitous in choosing the occasion, he 
has secured for himself a place among the favoured 
ones, to whom, on theological matters, a hearing is 
readily accorded. As instances in point, it is only 
necessary to mention his Christian Nurture, God im 
Christ, Nature and the Supernatural, and the treatise 
specified as the subject of this article. These tractates 
and treatises have been slipped off the stocks so 
opportunely, that no extraordinary mechanical con- 
trivances have been found necessary to effect a launch. 
In saying this, it is not intended, of course, to 
ascribe Dr. Bushnell’s acceptability as a writer to a 
mere capacity for perceiving the theological tendencies 
of the age, and tact in providing a volume to meet 
the anticipated demand. Whilst he has given full 
proof of this capacity, he has given equal proof of 
1 The Vicarious Sacrifice Grounded in Principles of Universal Obli- 
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power sufficient to render the commonest theme 
attractive. Notwithstanding his lack of confidence 
in language as a vehicle of thought, he evinces a 
facility of movement, a parrhesia of utterance, a 
copia fandt, which bespeak great rhetorical power and 
resource of expression. This faculty of speech is 
accompanied by a vigorous imagination, under the 
spell of whose enchantments the driest and dullest 
themes must glow with an almost irresistible fascination. 

When this is said, however, all is said. Dr. Bushnell’s 
imagination is not the handmaid of logic, but a Pegasus 
on whose errant wings he careers with all the reckless- 
ness and adventure and ill fortune of that mythical 
personage who of yore was spurned of his steed. Un- 
fettered by logic, untrammelled by creeds, and unabashed 
by conclusions, however inconsistent, contradictory, or 
irreverent, he has no hesitation in attempting any height 
however arduous, through any medium however ethereal. 

The design of the present treatise is to establish 
what is called “the moral view” of the Atonement by 
an argument specially designed for the subversion of 
the doctrine of justification through the imputed 
righteousness. of Christ. The moral view of the 
Atonement, Dr.. Bushnell assumes, has been the 
desideratum and goal of the Christian world from the 
beginning, and this doctrine, he contends, is now indi- 
cated as the final goal in which the Church is to find 
‘rest. The grand ruling conception finally to be 
established will be, “that Christ by His suffering, life, 
and ministry, becomes a reconciling power in char- 
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acter, the power of God unto salvation.” The recon- 
ciliation to be effected is not the reconciliation of 
God to men, but the reconciliation of men to God. 
To this doctrinal goal or “conception,” it is alleged, 
there has been a steadily converging movement of 
history; and Dr. Bushnell informs us that he had 
prepared a historical chapter in support of this his- 
torical inference. This chapter he has suppressed, 
although, as he tells us, it establishes the following 
important conclusions:—‘“1. That no doctrine of the 
Atonement, or reconciling work of Christ, has ever yet 
been developed that can be said to have received the 
consent of the Christian world.’ 2. That attempts 
have been made, in all ages, and continually renewed, 
in spite of continually successive failures, to assert, in 
one form or other, what is called ‘the moral view’ of 
the Atonement, and resolve it by the power it wields 
in human character ; and that Christian expectation just 
now presses in this direction more strongly than ever.” 

These are unquestionably important conclusions, 
and the establishing of them would seem to be no 
work of supererogation as a preliminary to the writing 
of this book. He who sets out, as the nineteenth 
century of the Christian era begins to draw towards 
its close, to settle, for the first time, the central 
doctrine of Christianity, the doctrine on which the 
Church of God has lived, and in which she has gloried, 

1 Dr. Dods, in his paper before the Council of the Alliance of the 


Reformed Churches, in London, generalised this statement so as to 
apply to the Creeds of Christendom. 
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in all ages, should certainly expect that the Christian 
public would inquire after the historical data on which 
such conclusions have been based. The reader will, 
no doubt, be surprised to learn that Dr. Bushnell has 
suppressed this chapter. Nor is he likely to be 
altogether satisfied with the reasons which the author 
assigns for the suppression, when he says, “I do it 
because the history made out, however satisfactory to 
myself, is likely to be controverted by others; as what 
matter of dogmatic history is not? and then I shall 
only have it upon me before the public, to maintain a 
double issue, first, of history, and then of truth ; when 
I should evince a confidence worthier of the truth, 
in staking everything on this issue by itself.” This 
reason would seem to be as valid for abandoning the 
second issue as the first. Dogmas are as liable to be 
subjected to review as are historical statements. 

Not wishing to stand out in total isolation, our author 
summons to his aid Anselm, Archbishop of Canter- 
bury, whom he represents as a “ great father of the 
Church.” Great, however, as Anselm was, he is merely 
the object of Dr. Bushnell’s commiseration. He con- 
demns all that the old archbishop held in common 
with the Church of God, and eyes with self-complacent 
compassion the struggles of this “ great father of the 
Church” to reach the goal of our transatlantic friend, 
“It is difficult,” he says, “not to be greatly affected 
“by this almost discovery of Anselm ;” for his mind, as 
we can plainly see, labours here with a suspicion that 
there is a practical something “in the life and actions ” 
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of Christ that is not comprehensible by “reason,” or by 
the logical methods of theory apart from experience ; 
and “who,” he asks, “ can say how necessary this divine 
something is in restoring men to God? How very 
near to another, less speculative (!) and more complete 
solution of the Cur Deus Homo, did this great father 
of the Church here come! The gate stood ajar, and 
he looked in through the opening, but could not enter.” 
The reader will not be surprised that Anselm was 
unable to enter in when he considers that Anselm 
lived 800 years before Bushnell. 

The treatment of this solitary witness, who agrees 
with the author of this treatise, not even in one 
solitary instance, furnishes a fair illustration of one of its 
leading features. He seldom or never states fully the 
doctrine of an opponent. The only way in which he 
can make it appear. that Anselm’s doctrine was an 
advance upon the doctrine prevalent prior to the 
eleventh century, and an approximation towards the 
doctrine which Dr. Bushnell has been maturing for the 
past twenty years, is by representing the common view 
of Christ’s work as taking cognizance of nothing but 
Christ’s death. Anselm, in recognising Christ’s life of 
obedience as an instrument in our salvation, there- 
fore, is claimed as making an advance upon the 
doctrine held prior to his day. The assumption on 
which this claim is founded, it is unnecessary to say, 
is utterly without warrant. Anselm merely gave 
systematic form to the doctrine of the Atonement held 
previously to the Scholastic period, His Cur Deus 
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Homo exhibits the true Catholic doctrine on all 
essential points. At the Reformation, both the 
Lutheran and Reformed Churches adopted Anselm’s 
doctrine. Since then, not reckoning the Socinian 
theory, the only departures from this doctrine have 
been—1. The Governmental theory, which originated 
with Grotius and the Remonstrants, and which, in 
America, has reached its final subjective development 
in the theory of Dr. Bushnell. 2. The Rationalistic 
theory, which is simply a revival of the Socinian 
doctrine as to the design of Christ’s death. 3. The 
Pantheistic and Mystic schools, which refer redemption, 
not to the obedience and death of Christ, but to the 
incarnation, or manifested unity of the Divine and 
human, the finite and the infinite, the absolute and 
the conditioned. In dismissing this historical exewrsus, 
it may be remarked that if the author has taken a 
like liberty with his materials in the preparation of 
the historical chapter already mentioned, he has shown 
commendable prudence in suppressing it. 

Having prepared the way for an impartial hearing 
of his “moral power view of the cross,” which, with 
singular inconsistency, he says he would not venture 
to advance as an article or dogma, Dr. Bushnell enters 
upon the not easy task of “hinting in a general way 
a conception of the gospel,” without following the evil 
example of the dogmatists who have obscured its 
brightness by their attempts to reduce its teachings to 
“dry abstractive statements and scientific formule.” 
The book in which he has endeavoured to perform this 
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feat, he entitles, The Vicarious Sacrifice Grounded in 
Principles of Universal Obligation. It consists of four 
parts, the themes of which are to some extent indicated 
by as many propositions. Without wasting time in 
criticisms of method, let us examine and test the 
principles which are here proposed for our acceptance. 
The fundamental principle of Part I., which is the funda- 
mental position of the entire treatise, is very fairly stated 
in the proposition employed to indicate its contents, 
“ Nothing superlative in vicarious sacrifice, or above the 
universal principles of right and duty.’ The reader 
is not left to conjecture in regard to the meaning he is 
to attach to the principal term in this proposition. 
The writer defines the term “vicarious sacrifice” both 
positively and negatively. 


“Any person acts in a way of vicarious sacrifice, not when he 
burns upon an altar in some other’s place, but when he makes 
loss for him, even as he would make loss for himself, in the 
offering ‘of a sacrifice for his sin. The expression is a figure, 
representing that the party making such sacrifice for another 
comes into burden, pain, weariness, or even to the yielding up of 
life for his sake. The word ‘vicarious’ does not say all, nor the 
word ‘sacrifice,’ but the two together make out the true figure of 
Christ and His Gospel. It is in this. way that Christianity or 
the Christian salvation is a vicarious sacrifice. It does not mean 
simply that Christ puts Himself into the case of man as a helper ; 
one man helps another without any vicarious relationship implied 
or supposed. Neither does it mean that Christ undertakes for man 
in a way of influence ; one man tries to influence another without 
coming at all into his place. Neither does the vicarious sacrifice 
imply that he simply comes under common liabilities with us, as 
when every citizen suffers for the wrongs and general misconduct 
and consequent misgovernment of the community to which he 
belongs. Nor that he simply comes into the track of those penal 
yetributions which outrun the wrongs they chastise, passing over 


Za _ THE NEW APOLOGETIC. 


upon the innocent as the sins of fathers propagate their evils in 
the generations of their children coming after. 

“On the other hand, we are not to hold the Scripture terms of 
Vicarious sacrifice as importing a literal substitution of places, by 
which Christ becomes a sinner for sinners, or penally subject to 
our deserved penalties. Christ, in what is called His vicarious 
sacrifice, simply engages, at the expense of great suffering and 
even death itself, to bring us out of our sins themselves, and so 
out of their penalties ; being Himself profoundly identified with 
us in our fallen estate, and burdened in feeling with our evils,’ — 
Pp womo: 


The foregoing extracts will be sufficient to show in 
what sense our author uses the term vicarious sacrifice. 
There are but three radically distinct views of Christ’s 
sufferings :—1. The Scriptural view, which represents 
them as truly and properly propitiatory, as designed to 
expiate our sins and secure the Divine favour. 2. The 
Governmental, which regards the sufferings of Christ 
as a governmental expedient, designed to impress the 
universe with the rectoral justice of God. 3. The 
Socinian view, which represents them as designed to 
impress men with the love of God. The latter two 
are one in principle. They agree in denying that the 
Atonement was designed to satisfy the law and justice 
of God, and in regarding it as an expedient for im- 
pressing finite moral intelligences. This kinship is 
illustrated in the history of these views. The govern- 
mental theory ever tends and gravitates toward the 

Socinian. Of this tendency Dr. Bushnell is himself 
"a sad illustration. He has adopted the Socinian 
doctrine of the vicarious sacrifice. Whatever credit 
he can claim for freshness of phraseology and novelty 
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of argument, he can put forward no just claim for the 
originality of his theory. It is simply the Socinian 
view of Christ’s sufferings, and neither more nor less. 
From beginning to end of his book, wherever he speaks 
of the design of Christ’s work, he represents it as an 
instrument designed to produce subjective effects in 
men. To furnish all the proofs of this allegation 
contained in this book were in fact to reproduce it 
bodily. Let the following suffice :-— 


“Tf we want to know in what sense, or manner, He suffered for 
the sins of mankind, His immense expenditure of toil, and feeling, 
and disgustful sympathy, and the murderous jealousy to be en- 
countered in healing the diseases of mankind, will furnish the 
exact explanation required. Indeed, if He came simply to be the 

‘manifested love of God, and to be lifted up as the brazen serpent 
in the wilderness, for the healing of guilty souls, nothing could be 
more natural, in that love, having that sublime healing purpose 
in view, than that He should go directly into the healing of bodies 
in the manner described by the evangelists. But if He came to 
satisfy God’s justice, or pacify God’s wrath against sin, so as to 
prepare a ground of forgiveness for sin, there is a very palpable 
twofold incongruity between His healings and such a work.” 

This is naked, bald Socinianism. Christ’s mission 
was an expression of God’s love toward mankind, and 
nothing more. With God’s justice or wrath it had 


nothing to do. 

Having thus divested the vicarious sacrifice of any 
Godward reference, and reduced the work of Christ to 
a mere expedient for affecting men subjectively through 
the love and sympathy manifested in the sore travail 
he underwent for their sakes, Dr. Bushnell proceeds to 
show, as the other member of the proposition affirms, 


that there is “nothing superlative in it, or above the 
R 
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universal principles of right and duty.’ The term 
universal is used without any qualification. When he 
says that there is “nothing superlative in vicarious 
sacrifice, or above the universal principles of right and 
duty,” he means exactly what the terms employed 
express. He means that all good intelligences, created 
and uncreated, embracing the Eternal Father, the Holy 
Spirit, good angels and redeemed men, are not only 
actually embarked in this work, as well as Christ, but 
under obligation to undergo the sufferings and agony 
involved in this ministry of recovery and reconcilia- 
tion! As this is the fundamental idea of the book, it 
is but fair that Dr. Bushnell himself should be allowed 
to state it :— 


“This one thing is clear,” he says, “that love is a vicarious 
principle, bound by its own nature itself to take upon its feeling 
and care and sympathy those who are down under evil and its 
penalties. Thus it is that Jesus takes our nature upon Him, to 
be made a curse for us and to bear our sin. Holding such a view 
of vicarious sacrifice, we must find it belonging to the essential 
nature of all holy virtue. We are also required, of course, to go 
forward and show how it pertains to all other good beings, as 
truly as to Christ Himself in the flesh, how the Eternal Father, 
before Christ, and the Holy Spirit coming after” [the reader will 
please bear in mind that Dr. Bushnell is a Sabellian], “and the 
good angels before and after, all alike have borne the burdens, 
struggled in the pains of their vicarious feeling for men; and 
then, at last, how Christianity comes to its issue, in begetting in 
us the same vicarious love that reigns in all the glorified and 
good minds of the heavenly kingdom ; gathering us in after 
Christ our Master, as they that have learned to bear His Cross, 
and be with Him in His passion.”—Pp. lye alisy, 


As the first sentences of the foregoing extract will 
show, our New England divine does not simply take 
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the ground that all holy, virtuous beings, are embarked 
in vicarious sacrifice as a matter of fact, but “that 
vicarious sacrifice belongs to the essential nature of 
holy virtue.’ This dogma (for even Dr. Bushnell 
cannot avoid dogmatising) is more boldly affirmed 
further on. “Do we then assume,” he asks, “that 
Christ, in His vicarious sacrifice, was under obligation 
to do and suffer just what He did? Exactly this. 
Not that He was under obligation to another, but to 
Himself. He was God, fulfilling the obligations of 
God; just those obligations, in the eternal fulfilment 
of which God’s perfections and beatitudes are eter- 
nally fashioned.”—P. 23. What Dr. Bushnell says of 
the eternal fashioning of the perfections and beatitudes 
of God, by an eternal discharge of obligations, is, of 
course, irreconcilable with the theism of the Bible, 
however it may harmonise with the doctrine of a 
Sabellian or Pantheistic trinity. On this point, how- 
ever, it is not proposed to dwell. The reader is simply 
asked to assure himself that Dr. Bushnell assumes, as 
the fundamental principle of his book, that it was not. 
optional with Christ whether’ He would, or would not 
do and suffer, but that, on the contrary, He was under 
obligation, by virtue of His being God, to do and suffer 
just what He did. He could not be what He was 
and act otherwise. An attempt is made to qualify 
this principle by saying that “ We transgressors had 
no claims upon Him, more than our enemies have 
upon us;” that “there was none above Him to 
enforce such obligations.’ This, however, is really 
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no qualification. If the obligation was grounded in 
His very nature, there was of course no option. The 
obligation, we are informed, arose from the very per- 
fection of the Divine nature, and the process of dis- 
charging it in the pains and agony of vicarious 
sacrifice, was necessary “to the fashioning of the 
perfections and beatitudes of God.” This obligation, 
therefore, according to our author’s account, is one of 
the highest order which it is possible to conceive. Nor 
does Dr. Bushnell rest satisfied with an obligation to 
vicarious suffering on the part of God, originating abd 
intra. The obligation for which he contends is an 
obligation enforced by law. “It is very obvious to 
any thoughtful person,” he says, “that in order of 
reason, whatever may be true as respects order in 
time, there was law before God’s will, and before His 
instituting act, viz. that necessary, everlasting ideal 
law of Ricut, which simply to think is for ever to be 
obliged by it. The perfections of God, being self- 
existent and eternal, were eternally squared by this 
self-existent law; for if they had any moral quality, it 
lay in their conformity to some moral law, apart from 
which no such perfection is conceivable.”—Pp. 186—1. 

In relation to this law, God and the moral intelli- 
gences created by Him stand on perfect equality of 
footing. Both He and they are subject, and equally 
subject to it. Dr. Bushnell takes this ground as a 
matter of course. “There is then,” he continues, “a 
law before government, which is common to all moral 
natures, and in which all moral distinctions have their 
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root.”—P. 189. “Let us now conceive it possible, that 
God and all moral natures exist, for a time, under this 
ideal necessary law, or law of laws, having no other; 
that government is not yet undertaken, God having 
not come forth, as yet, to be the maintainer of this 
law, or to assume it as the charge of His voluntary 
administration. The moral natures, in this view 
simply exist upon a common footing of necessary 
obligation—bound, all alike and together, as a matter 
of inmost conviction, to do and to be only right.”—P. 
191. It is true he does not say, “that the law moral 
had ever any such precedence of time, or any but a 
precedence of order, before the fact of government 
assumed ;” but he does hold, as above stated, that 
this moral law of eternal right was equally supreme 
over all moral natures created and uncreated. On 
page 194 he uses the following language, which it is 
almost irreverence to transcribe, “ We may even dare 
to say, with all profoundest reverence to God, that if 
He, the All-holy, were to cast off right—the law before 
government—in the case supposed, His wrong would 
be an earthquake shock strong enough to shiver the 
integrity of His mould, and leave Him a wreck of 
eternal incapacity, as respects both wholeness of being 
and a recovered harmony in good. This, not because 
there is any ordinance of justice above Him, but that 
such is right, and such His moral nature, as related 
thereto—both self-existent-—that, without regard to 
justice, the crystal must so break, by its own necessary 
law, and so He must irrecoverably fall.” 
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The reader will now be able to weigh the import of 
Dr. Bushnell’s fundamental proposition. He will be 
able to comprehend what is meant by the affirmation, 
that “there is nothing superlative in vicarious sacri- 
fice, or above the universal principles of right and 
duty.” His meaning is simply this, that by an eter- 
nal law of Right, to which the nature of God is con- 
formed, and which He could not cast off without 
involving Himself in an irrecoverable fall, He is 
bound, as a matter of duty, to embark in the work 
of vicarious sacrifice!! This law, in the order of 
reason, if not in the order of time, preceded and 
determined the Divine will! God could not have 
willed otherwise without violating this eternal law of 
Right. He was just as much bound to will any one 
thing prescribed by that law as to will any other; as 
much bound to will the rescue “of those who are down 
under evil and its penalties,” as to will the approbation 
of His own moral excellence. Under the requirements 
of this inexorable law vicarious sacrifice is embraced, 
and not to embark in it were simply a violation of 
right and a dereliction of duty. “It was the fruit of 
His own free and eternally acknowledged obligation to 
the law ; in a word, His deific obedience.”_P, 251. 

This is the author’s fundamental proposition, of 
which he has the temerity to say, that it enables him 

“to range in a field almost unobstructed by matters 
"of difficulty or debate.” Having laid it down, and 
applied the principles embraced in it to the Eternal 
Father, the Holy Spirit, to Christ, to good angels, and 
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to redeemed men, he says, “ We have reached, in fact, 
the middle of our journey, and have encountered none 
of the great battle-points of the champions, but have 
only seen the smoke from afar”—-P. 185. It may, per- 
haps, turn out that Dr. Bushnell’s confidence may rest 
on no better foundation than that of the French general 
who pursued Wellington to the lines of the Torres 
Vedras; and he may find with that unfortunate man 
that the ground on which he has won so easy triumphs 
is none of the choicest for a serious encounter. Genius 
and courage may work wonders on the field of battle, 
and generals have, before now, plucked the laurel wreath 
of victory from the hand of apparent defeat; but no 
manceuvre, however skilfully devised or dexterously 
executed, can possibly effect a deliverance for the man 
who has, wittingly or unwittingly, conducted his forces 
into the position selected by Dr. Bushnell. 

The position chosen is, of all possible positions, the 
most indefensible. It would be exceedingly difficult to 
frame a proposition more thoroughly antagonistic to the 
fundamental principles of the economy of Redemption. 
Dr. Bushnell alleges that, in virtue of an eternal and 
inviolable law of right, it was the duty of God to suffer 
vicariously for sinners, whilst the Bible teaches that 
salvation is of grace. How is it possible to reconcile 
these two statements? How can an economy which 
God was bound to inaugurate, and which He could not 
avoid inaugurating without doing violence to the law of 
eternal rectitude, and to His own moral nature as well, 
be entitled an economy of grace? Can that be a thing 
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of grace which, to withhold, were an enormity, involy- 
ing consequences to God Himself sufficient to horrify 
the moral universe? If, then, the Scriptures teach 
that God was moved, out of His own mere good plea- 
sure and grace, to visit sinners, the fundamental prin- 
ciple of this theory must be wrong. Our author may 
perhaps consider himself slighted by the adoption of 
such a method of dealing with a principle, the unfold- 
ing of which has occupied over 150 pages of his book; 
a principle of such rare virtue that it has carried him 
full half his journey without incurring a single diffi- 
culty, or meeting even one of “the battle-points of the 
champions.” He may think that it is due to a book 
so well written, and presenting such an array of argu- 
ments, that a reviewer should take up formally the 
entire work and discuss the contents of every chapter 
and page. Such a feeling is natural, and ought to be 
appreciated; but the reader will perceive that the 
course necessary to its gratification is altogether out of 
the question, unless the reviewer should write another 
book as large as Dr. Bushnell’s. That the principle in 
question is the only thing necessary to be discussed 
may be seen on a single moment’s reflection. One 
might discuss, for example, the following points raised 
in the course of Dr. Bushnell’s argument :—Is the 
everlasting Father susceptible of pain? Could the 
Holy Spirit have spiritual conflict such as Christ had 
‘in Gethsemane? Is it the doctrine of the Bible that 
there is but one Person in the Godhead : a Person who 
has manifested. Himself under the Old Testament as 
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the everlasting Father, at the close of that dispensation 
as the Christ, and subsequently as the Holy Spirit ? 
These and many kindred questions might be discussed ; 
but to what purpose? The question, to the establish- 
ment of which the book before us is devoted, is not 
whether the eternal Father, or Holy Spirit, or eternal 
Son could suffer at all, or suffer vicariously ; nor is it 
even the question whether the blessed God did suffer 
for man. If Dr. Bushnell should establish what he 
has tried with such exuberance of diction to establish 
without success, that God, as the eternal Father and 
as the Holy Spirit, has had His Gethsemanes as well 
as the incarnate person of Christ, he would still have 
upon him the entire burden of proving the fundamental 
proposition of his book. He would still have to prove 
that the Being who could suffer, and did actually suffer, 
was under obligation to suffer. This is the point on 
which the entire book rests; and unless the author has 
established it, his book is a failure. 

The reader will be surprised when he is told that 
' our ingenious theorist has not adduced a solitary passage 
of Scripture in support of this extraordinary position. 
He has cited from the Old Testament and the New, 
passages to prove that the Eternal Father and the 
Holy Spirit have been burdened with the sufferings 
and evils of sinners, but he has made no attempt at 
the citation of a passage that would prove these so- 
called vicarious sufferings obligatory. So far as Scrip- 
ture is concerned, Dr. Bushnell virtually confesses— 
confesses by a studied avoidance of the point, and the 
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substitution of another, with a limited array of mis- 
applied texts, in its stead—that his fundamental pro- 
position is destitute of authority. 

For this indirect acknowledgment, no student of 
the Bible will feel under any obligation to thank the 
author of this treatise. The Bible is not simply silent 
on this matter. The antagonistic principle, that 
salvation is of grace, it represents as fundamental in 
the economy of Redemption which it reveals. To 
furnish the proof which the Bible contains of this 
doctrine were to transcribe the book itself. It re- 
presents man not simply as a sufferer but as a sinner; 
not as unfortunate, but guilty. It represents God as 
justly offended with man, and man as justly exposed 
to the wrath of God. Its language is, “In the day 
thou eatest thereof thou shalt surely die;” “They 
that commit such things are worthy of death ;” “The 
wrath of God is revealed from heaven against all 
ungodliness and unrighteousness of men, who hold the 
truth in unrighteousness;” “We know that what 
things soever the law saith, it saith to them that are 
under the law, that every mouth might be stopped, 
and all the world become guilty before God;” “The 
wages of sin is death;” “And were by nature the 
children of wrath, even as others,” Such, be it 
observed, is the Scripture account of the state and 
relations of those for whose deliverance Dr. Bushnell 
‘tells us it was the bounden duty of God to interpose ! 
Did the Scriptures not add a single sentence,—did 
they say nothing whatever in regard to the nature of 
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the economy of Redemption, and the principle on which 
God interposed for the recovery of men,—surely this 
were enough to show that there could be no obligation 
on the part of God to come to the rescue. Guilt and 
condemnation and ill desert imply nothing on the part 
of God save indignation and wrath. 

But the Scriptures do not teach that God was under 
no obligation to interfere for the recovery of sinners, 
merely by implication. They state expressly that his 
interposition was a matter of grace,—of grace which 
is so marvellously glorious, that it is to be the subject- 
matter of praise to angels and men throughout the 
ages to come. His interposition was not a mere matter 
of feeling—a blind, irresistible impulse—but a matter 
of deliberate purpose, a purpose “which He purposed 
in Himself.” It was by no constraint of law, or of 
being, that he determined to save sinners, but “ accord- 
ing to the counsel of His own will.” It was because 
He was rich in mercy, and great in love, that He hath 
quickened us together with Christ. So eager is the 
apostle that the Ephesians should understand that 
they were debtors to the grace of God, and not to the 
constraint of some obligation, that he reiterates the 
expression, again and again, “ By grace ye are saved ;” 
and affirms that the ultimate end of the economy of 
Redemption was, “that in the ages to come He might 
show the exceeding riches of His grace in His kindness 
towards us, through Christ Jesus.” That is, the 
apostle informs us, that it is the design of God in 
saving the souls of men to disclose to the intelligent 
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universe the very truth which Dr. Bushnell has 
written his book to subvert! Does the reader think 
that this is going too far? Well, if he do, let him try 
how Dr. Bushnell’s fundamental proposition will read 
as a context to, or comment on, the first ten verses of 
the second chapter of the epistle to the Ephesians. 
Paul says, “But God, who is rich in mercy, for His 
great love wherewith He loved us, even when we were 
dead in sins, hath quickened us together with Christ 
(by grace ye have been saved).” Dr. Bushnell says, 
“There is nothing superlative in vicarious sacrifice, or 
above the universal principles of right and duty.” If 
these accounts of the Gospel are not mutually sub- 
versive, language must be incapable of expressing 
contradictories. 

Equally futile is our author’s attempt to find a 
foundation for his theory of vicarious sacrifice in 
philosophy. The chief points of his philosophical 
arguinent have been given already in stating his theory. 
It is simply this: “That there is an eternal law of 
right prior in the order of reason, if not in order of 
time, to the perfections of God Himself, to which His 
nature is conformed, and by which He is bound under 
penalties common to all moral natures.”—_P, 194. This 
law lays upon Him the duty of embarking in vicarious 
sacrifice for “those who are down under evil and its 
penalties.” 

This, as already stated, is, at once, Dr. Bushnell’s 
doctrine and argument. Beyond the mere affirmation 
that there does exist an ideal law such as he describes, 
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or any ideal law at all, to which all moral natures, 
including God Himself, are conformed, and by which 
they are bound under like penalties, there is really no 
argument advanced. Almost the only thing like an 
attempt at argument in support of this all important 
proposition is contained in an incongruous statement 
which occurs in page 187: “If they,” that is, the 
perfections of God, “had any moral quality, it lay in 
their conformity to some moral law, apart from which 
no such perfection is conceivable. Otherwise, if God’s 
perfections came forth only after and out of His will, 
and after the institution of His government, then He 
began to will and to institute government without any 
perfections, and even without any moral standard, 
becoming all righteousness, and commanding all right 
before ever the ideal law of right had arrived.” 

The position here assumed is, that moral perfections 
or qualities are inconceivable apart from a previously 
existing moral law. The law in question, as Dr. 
Bushnell states, p. 251, “existed in logical order before 
God’s perfections,” and it is in this law that “His 
perfections have their spring.” - There is in this, and 
kindred statements, the same confusion of relations 
between quality and law as characterises the Positive 
philosophy. The assumption is that a quality, or 
attribute, or perfection, is the fruit and offspring of 
law, or that in some way, or in some sense, temporal 
or logical, if not causal, law precedes and determines 
qualities or attributes. This assumption, however, is 
exactly the reverse of the truth. Qualities or attri- 
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butes precede and determine law; but law never, in 
any sense, precedes qualities or attributes. A law 
never determines anything, and no philosopher, who 
has completed his analysis, will ever speak of a law as 
sustaining a causal relation. Physical laws are an 
index to the qualities of matter, simply because they 
are the effects of those qualities; and moral laws are 
an index to moral attributes and perfections for a like 
reason, 

To argue, therefore, as our author does, that the 
existence of the perfections of God implies the previous 
existence of a moral law, after which these perfections 
are fashioned, is most unphilosophical. The philo- 
sophical principle on which he has based his funda- 
mental theological principle, turns out to be utterly 
fallacious. He has appealed to philosophy, and 
philosophy answers: Qualities and attributes determine 
laws; and the laws of matter and mind are as the 
qualities or attributes of their respective substances. 

The question raised by Dr. Bushnell, however, is 
not simply the mere abstract question, as to whether 
moral attributes and perfections imply a previous 
moral law? The law by which he alleges the Ding: 
nature is squared, and to which the acts of Godare 
necessarily conformed, is the specific law of vicar.ouss 
sacrifice described in his book. “But we come now,f’ 
he says, pp. 251--2, “to a matter which, to most minds, 
‘will be more remote and more difficult ; to the fact, 
that God has not only a character everlastingly 
perfected in right, but that by the same law He is held 
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to a suffering goodness for His enemies, even to that 
particular work in time which we call the vicarious 
work of Christ. Christ, according to this view, was 
under obligation to be the Redeemer he was.” “A 
point so remote from many, and yet of so great 
consequence, requires to be more carefully established.” 

The Doctor has the demonstration at hand. If it 
has nothing else to commend it, its brevity ought to 
secure it a hearing. “The law is love, and love is 
vicarious sacrifice.” The law, that is, the eternal law 
to which God is subject, “is only another conception 
of the law of love,” p. 252, and love, as he has shown 
already, is essentially vicarious. This is the argument 
by which this point, “so remote to many,” is “more 
carefully established.” He simply falls back on the 
principle which he has been endeavouring to establish 
throughout the previous two hundred and fifty-two 
pages. It is, of course, important to show that the 
eternal law to which God is subject, embraced nothing 
else but love, for if this eternal law embraced truth 
and justice, God might be bound by it to fulfil His 
threatenings and to punish sin. To the establishing 
of this point Dr. Bushnell, therefore, very properly 
addresses himself. “The two principles, right and 
love, appear to exactly measure each other,” p. 252. 
It is not with God as it is with men, to whom the 
standard of law is too nearly superlative. “Love to 
him is Right, and Right to him is Love. And as 
certainly as He is in this law of love, He will suffer the 
pains of love; He will go beyond the terms of mere 
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Justice or desert ; yield up resentments, pass by wrongs 
already suffered; put Himself in a way to receive the 
wrongs and bear the violence even of personal enemies, 
if He can hope to do them good with no counter- 
balancing injury.” “All this in eternal obligation.”— 
Pp. 253, 254. 

Such is the argument framed for the “more careful 
establishing of this point so remote from many.” How 
any man should be expected to receive this concate- 
nation of sentences as an argument it is difficult to 
imagine. It is simply a series of assertions. Without 
one word of proof it is assumed that God has but 
one attribute. Starting with this most unwarranted 
assumption, he proceeds, by one step, to the conclusion, 
already foregone, that by the eternal law to which His 
nature is conformed, and to which His actions are 
subject, He is bound to love His enemies’and suffer 
vicariously on their behalf! 

Without this assumption, however, all his previous 
labour, as already intimated, must go for nothing. It 
would avail but little to prove that God is subject to 
an eternal law, if that law demands that truth and 
Justice shall not be ignored in the Divine administration, 
It is no marvel, therefore, that our author should 
acknowledge himself to be under obligation “more 
carefully to establish this point.” He feels that he 
has reached the crisis of his argument, and that failure 
‘here is failure irretrievable. When the reader is told 
that he has advanced nothing beyond the foregoing 
and a few kindred assertions, he will not be likely to 
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regard the crisis as altogether averted. The man who 
undertakes to prove that God possesses no attribute 
whose ultimate element is not solely and simply love, 
ought to give us something more than mere assertions. 

A being such as Dr. Bushnell’s God, is inconceiv- 
able by beings constituted as men are. What con- 
ception can we have of any moral being except 
through his moral attributes? As his attributes are, 
so is he. Every additional attribute adds to our 
knowledge of him, and the sum of his attributes is 
the summary of our knowledge of him. We thus 
express our conception of God: “God is a Spirit, 
infinite, eternal, unchangeable, in his being, wisdom, 
power, holiness, justice, goodness, and truth.” This 
is our conception of God—the expression of our 
knowledge of what God is. Now, suppose we were 
to put this summation of our knowledge of what 
God is, into the crucible provided by Dr. Bushnell, 
and reduce these several elements to the one element 
of love, would not our knowledge of God be reduced 
proportionally? Would the result not be, the elimina- 
tion of wisdom, power, holiness, justice and truth 
from our ideal of God? Are love and holiness, or 
love and wisdom, or love and power, or love and 
justice, or love and truth, convertible terms? What 
conception can be formed of a being in whom the 
attribute of justice, or truth, or power, or wisdom, or 
holiness, is simply love? A God invested with such 
attributes must be to us as an unknown God. Such 
is the legitimate conclusion of this romantic theology. 

Ss 
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From such arguments, and their momentous conclu- 
sions, let us turn to God’s Word, and hearken to 
God’s own account of His own attributes. (See Exod. 
xx. 5, xxxiv. 6; Rom. ix. 15-22.) These passages 
disprove and annihilate the two principles on which 
Dr. Bushnell has tried to hang his Socinian atone- 
ment. They prove that God possesses other attri- 
butes besides love, and that He is both free and 
sovereign in the exercise of His mercy. 

From the fundamental principles of this book it 
is time to pass to some of the consequences they 
necessarily involve. Some of these have been 
pointed out in the course of the discussion, but 
there are one or two very obvious inferences not 
yet noticed, which it were out of the question to let 
pass. 

1. It is manifest, from the principles sought to be 
established in this treatise, that they involve the 
eternal misery or unhappiness of God. Dr. Bushnell 
perceives this objection to his theory, and tries to 
obviate it, as early as page 16, but without success. 
His answer to this very obvious objection is, that 
“the compensations of such a life of sacrifice trans- 
cend, how sublimely, the losses.’—P.17. That is, he 
strikes a balance between the pain and sorrow of 
suffering, and the intermittent joys arising from the 
exercise of love. In reply to the objection that the 
vicarious love which he describes, “must be a cause 
of unhappiness, a lot of suffering sorrow,” he says, 
“In one view it must, in another, it will be joy 
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itself."—P, 16. He repudiates the inference that this 
theory “casts a shade of gloom on the possibilities 
and fortunes of this love,’ and contends that “ it 
only magnifies its joy and brightens its prospects.”— 
Pein 

These extracts are given, not for refutation, but in 
proof of the legitimacy of the inference, that a being 
circumstanced, as the God of this treatise is, must be 
unhappy as long as there is sin or suffering in the 
universe. Dr. Bushnell confesses that, at least in 
one view, such a conclusion is just, but regards the 
objection involved as fully obviated by the com- 
pensatory joys arising from the gratification of this 
all-vicarious love. “The grandest joy is that which 
has a form of tragedy ;” and if the joy of God is to 
be of the highest order it must assume the tragical 
form! The tragedy in question, however, is not to 
be limited to the days of the Incarnation, or the 
agony of Gethsemane, or the Passion of the Cross, or 
to the person of Christ. The tragedy is an eternal 
tragedy, and common to the Trinity —a_ tragedy 
existing and enacting before all worlds, and having 
all the coming eternity for its anguish as well as 
its resultant joys! In prospect of the coming 
calamity, God was unhappy before the mountains 
were brought forth—even from everlasting; and in 
view of it, as a present existing evil, He is unhappy 
now, and, except on the theory of the annihila- 
tionists, or restorationists, which Dr. Bushnell rejects 
(pp. 290-293), must be unhappy for ever! Ina 
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word, God can inflict no suffering, directly or in- 
directly, upon sinners without inflicting a_ like 
measure of suffering upon Himself. So long as 
there is a place of torment anywhere in His universe, 
there must, however horrible the inference, be anguish 
in His own bosom? Such is the helpless attitude in 
which this system of vicarious suffering would place 
the ever blessed God! From all eternity He has 
seen the evil day approaching, and instead of decree- 
ing the permission of it, has laboured and travailed 
in pain out of love to those upon whom the cala- 
mities of sin and suffering should fall, under a 
felt sense of the impossibility of averting the evil 
without interfering with their free agency! The 
plain unvarnished statement of the theory is the 
best refutation of it. It were superfluous to say 
that a being sustaining such relations to the universe, 
so trammelled and embarrassed by the moral intelli- 
gences He has created, is not the governor but the 
vassal of his own creation. Such a being may be 
the God of a Noetus, or a Sabellius, or a Bushnell, 
but he is not the God of the Bible. 

2. It is, of course, involved in this theory of 
vicarious sacrifice, that the economy of Redemption 
cannot be restricted to fallen men. If God be bound 
to burden Himself, and in fulfilment of this obligation, 
has actually, from all eternity, burdened Himself with 
the pains and penalties of “those who are down 
under evil,’ surely all the fallen must be objects 
of His vicarious love. Indeed, it would seem that a 
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still more sweeping inference were involved in the 
principles of this theory. If the love of God be 
essentially vicarious, impelling Him in whose bosom 
it burns to go forth in travail for the rescue of the 
wretched subjects of evil, must it not follow that the 
footsteps of this vicarious love would turn first and 
foremost of all to the deliverance of those who were 
deepest down under the penalties of transgression ? 
If, then, fallen angels be the most wicked and un- 
worthy, and consequently the most wretched beings 
in the universe, surely vicarious love will not, and 
cannot pass them by. If there be an atonement for 
fallen men, a fortiori, there must be, on this principle, 
an atonement for fallen angels. Limitation is out of 
the question here, or anywhere, in the theory of this 
book. Wherever there is misery there must be 
vicarious sacrifice to meet and remove it. If there 
are no redeemed angels in heaven, it is not, according 
to the doctrine of this book, for lack of obligation on 
the part of God to suffer for them, or from any 
unsuitableness in the redemption purchased by Christ. 
It is true the Son of God took not on Him the nature 
of angels; but, the assumption of the nature of those 
to be redeemed was either necessary to their redemp- 
tion, or it was not. If necessary, then was He bound 
to assume the angelic nature, and do for them all He 
has done, or is yet doing for us. As Dr. Bushnell 
is silent on this subject, he must have felt himself 
incompetent to reconcile his doctrine of vicarious 
sacrifice with the solemn and deeply significant fact, 
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that “the angels which kept not their first estate, 
but left their own habitation, He hath reserved in 
everlasting chains under darkness, unto the judgment 
of the great day.” God’s treatment of fallen angels 
is, in itself, a sufficient commentary on the doctrine 
of this treatise. 

3. This theory of vicarious sacrifice is, of course, 
opposed not only to the election of fallen men in 
preference to fallen angels, but also to the election of 
some of our fallen race to eternal life and the passing 
by of others. Against the doctrine here advanced, 
therefore, all that the Bible teaches on the subject of 
election may be adduced. If the eternal Father were 
moved, as Dr. Bushnell alleges, by a principle of 
vicarious love that led him out towards all sinners, 
how comes it that he chose some of these sinners 
only, and not all, before the foundation of the world, 
and entered into covenant with His Son for the 
redemption of these alone. If Christ came forth in 
pursuance of the cherished purpose of an all-embrac- 
ing vicarious love, how is it that He suffers vicari- 
ously for none but the sheep? Can an obligation 
so wide-reaching be discharged through the medium 
of an economy whose benefits have been restricted, 
hitherto at least, to comparatively few of the sons 
of men ? 

Nor can ‘the force of this objection be evaded by a 
‘denial of the doctrine of election. The atonement 
contended for by Dr. Bushnell is self - restricting. 
According to “the moral power view,” which is his 
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view, the Atonement can affect men only so far as it 
is known. This will, of course, be seen in a moment’s 
reflection. “The representation is that he will be 
the regenerator of souls, not by action upon them, 
but by what he is to sight. There shall be that in 
him, that quality of good and glory, which, being 
fixedly beheld, shall go through all inmost distemper 
and subtlety of sin, as a power of immortal healing.” — 
P.130. This is Dr. Bushnell’s remark on the passage, 
“As Moses lifted up the serpent in the wilderness, 
even so must the Son of Man be lifted up, that who- 
soever believeth on Him should not perish, but have 
eternal life” “According to the analogy of the 
figure referred to,” he says, “He is here, and is in 
fact to be lifted up, that he may be a quickening, 
healing power —‘eternal life’—-in men’s hearts.” 
The conclusion, therefore, is not only warrantable 
but unavoidable, that, according to Dr. Bushnell’s 
view, the atonement can be effective only where it is 
known. A remedial instrumentality which operates 
as the brazen serpent did in the healing of the bitten 
Israelites can be efficient only as it is seen. Is it 
not, therefore, as necessary that Christ should be seen 
by those He is to heal as that the brazen serpent 
should be seen by the children of Israel? This is 
not only admitted by Dr. Bushnell, but urged again 
and again. It is only as He is thus seen that He is 
a reconciling power, and only as seen does He make 
an atonement. Obligation to make such an atone- 
ment must unquestionably involve obligation to make 
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it known, for the atonement lies exclusively in the 
exhibition. But as this has not been done, the 
obligation under which, as Dr. Bushnell alleges, God 
has been placed by the eternal law of right, has not 
been discharged ! 

Whether, therefore, the doctrine of this book be 
judged of by the doctrine of election, or by the his- 
torical facts brought out in the actual administration 
of the economy of Redemption, it must be condemned. 
It represents God as bound to do what, it must be 
acknowledged, He has never done. Surely Dr. 
Bushnell could not presume to say that the atonement 
for which he contends has been made for the heathen. 
All Israel had the opportunity of gazing on the brazen 
serpent, but surely there are, and have been, hundreds 
of millions of the human race, before whose eyes 
Jesus Christ has not been set forth crucified among 
them. But to acknowledge this, ig to acknowledge, 
on Dr. Bushnell’s doctrine of the moral power view 
of the Cross—that it is effective only as it is seen— 
that the Atonement which God was under eternal 
obligations to make for “all who are down under evil 
and its penalties,” has been made ag yet for only a 
portion of the human race. “Shall not the J udge of 
all the earth do right ?” 

4. It also follows from this theory of the Atone- 
ment that there is no reason for restricting either 
the Atonement or the offer of salvation to the present 
state. The legitimacy of this inference Dr. Bushnell 
both perceives and acknowledges, Referring to the 
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misery of the future state, Dr. Bushnell speaks as 
follows :— 


“All the greater and more reasonably conceived misery will 
it be, if we make no doubt that God is ready, at any future point 
in the run of it, to embrace in everlasting reconciliation any 
truly repenting soul. I say not any regretful soul, but any soul 
that is heartily turned to a new and eternally righteous life. 
For this will. be the keen, all-devouring misery, that with so 
many regrets there is so little repentance, or even power of it ; 
that the nature, now but half a nature, halting as it were on its 
clumsy and paralytic members, finds not how to rise any more 
for ever. Strong enough to suffer, and wicked enough to sin, 
the tendrils of adhesion to God are dead, and it cannot fasten 
itself practically to His friendship.”—Pp. 283, 284. 


If, then, the lost in hell are not rescued, it is not 
for lack of willingness on the part of God to embrace 
them in everlasting reconciliation. Their continuance 
in torment arises neither from the retributive penalties 
of past transgression, nor from any indisposition to be 
gracious, or determination to punish on the part of 
the righteous Judge, but solely from the moral 
incapacity of the soul to be subjectively affected by 
the exhibition and overtures of an eternally vicarious 
love! The retributions of the. guast justice which 
Dr. Bushnell allows are simply the discomfort and 
unhappiness incident to a wrong subjective moral 
condition. This discomfort and unhappiness must be 
eternal, simply because lost souls have lost all re- 
cuperative power. 

Very different, however, are the representations of 
Scripture in regard to the continuance of the day of 
grace. They represent the day of visitation—the day 
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of calling and overture and manifested grace—as 
coming to an end, judicially, and of Divine deter- 
mination :—“ Because I have called, and ye refused; 
I have stretched out my hand, and no man regarded ; 
but ye have set at nought all my counsel, and would 
none of my reproof: I also will laugh at your calamity ; 
I will mock when your fear cometh. . . . Then shall 
they call upon me, but I will not answer; they shall 
seek me early, but they shall not find me,” etc. Such 
also is the ground taken by our Saviour in the days 
of His flesh :—*“ And when He was come near, He 
beheld the city, and wept over it, saying, If thou hadst 
known, even thou, at least in this thy day, the things 
which belong to thy peace. But now they are hid 
from thine eyes.” It is not vicarious love that visits 
upon the heads of the lost the pains and penalties of 
eternal retribution. “The Lord Jesus shall be revealed 
from heaven, with His mighty angels, in flaming fire, 
taking vengeance on them that know not God, and 
that obey not the gospel of our Lord Jesus Christ, 
who shall be punished with everlasting destruction 
from the presence of the Lord, and from the glory 
of His power.” The vicarious sufferer shall be the 
administrator of the vengeance. The most consuming 
and terror-inspiring element in the retributions to be 
encountered shall be the wrath of the Lamb! Their 
case will not be that described by Dr. Bushnell. It 
‘ will not be that of the vine fallen from its trellis, with 
no obstacle to its restoration save the deadness of “ its 
tendrils of adhesion.” The trellis has become a sword 
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of flame. The vicarious sacrifice has been rejected, 
and “there remaineth no more sacrifice for sin, but a 
certain fearful looking for of judgment, and fiery 
indignation which shall devour the adversaries.” 

Although it may seem superfluous to prosecute any 
further the review of a treatise whose fundamental 
principle has now been shown to be utterly subversive 
of the gospel of the grace of God, yet for the more 
thorough refutation of error, and, as Dr. Bushnell 
would say, “for the more careful establishing” of the 
truth, it is proposed to examine the teachings of this 
book on the subjects of “Justification” and “ Sacri- 
ficial Symbols.” 

What then, in a word, is Dr. Bushnell’s “ view” or 
“conception” (it were unfair, or at least unkind, to 
use the term “doctrine”) of Justification? On this 
point, it is but right he should be allowed to speak for 
himself. “The experimental, never-to-be antiquated 
Scripture truth of imputed righteousness, on the other 
hand,” he says, “is this:—That the soul, when it is 
gained to faith, is brought back, according to the 
degree of faith, into its original normal relation to 
God; to be invested in God’s light, feeling, character 
—in one word, righteousness—and live derivatively 
from Him.” The soul is made righteous “in the sense 
of being always to be made righteous; just as the 
day is made luminous, not by the light of sunrise 
staying in it, or held fast by it, but by the ceaseless 
outflow of the solar effulgence. Considered in this 
view, the sinning man justified is never thought of as 
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being, or to be, just in himself: but he is to be counted 
so, be so by imputation, because his faith holds him 
to a relation to God, where the Sun of his righteous- 
ness will be for ever gilding him with its fresh 
radiations.” “No soul comes into such a relation of 
trust without having God’s investment upon it; and 
whatever there may be in God’s righteousness, love, 
truth, sacrifice, will be rightfully imputed, or counted 
to be in it, because, being united to him, it will have 
them coming over derivatively from him.”—Pp. 377, 
378. In accordance with this theory, Dr. Bushnell 
explains such expressions as “ The Lord our Righteous- 
ness,” “Christ who is our life,” “made unto us 
righteousness.” It is, he says, “as if the stock of our 
virtue or holiness were laid up in God. All the hope 
of our character that is to be, we place, not in the 
inherent good we are to work out, or become in our- 
selves, but in the capital stock that is funded for us 
in Him.” “We have it on a footing of permitted 
unity with God so transforming and glorious.’—P. 
379. 

On reading the foregoing extracts, two questions 
present themselves:—1. What are we to understand 
by the righteousness of God with which Dr. Bushnell 
regards the believer invested? 2. How, in his view, 
is this investiture effected? To both questions Dr. 
Bushnell gives answer. The righteousness in which 
. the believer stands is “God’s light, feeling, character ; 
in one word, righteousness.” It is the very “ virtue 
or holiness” of God. “The capital stock of our virtue, 
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or holiness, is laid up in God;” “is founded for us 
in Him.” The righteousness by which the believer 
is rendered acceptable in the sight of God is, therefore, 
purely subjective—God’s own subjective righteousness, 
or moral attributes. 

This being the righteousness, how does the sinner 
come to be connected with it? With the effecting of 
this connection the work of Christ has to do, but 
only indirectly. “We only speak of justification by 
faith in Christ,” Dr. Bushnell says, “as a new footing 
of salvation, because there is such a power obtained 
for God by the human life and death of Christ, and 
the new enforcements of His doctrine, as begets a new 
sense of sin, provokes the sense of spiritual want, and, 
when trust is engaged, creates a new element of advan- 
tage and help, to bring the soul up into victory over 
itself, and seal it as the heir of God. And thus it is, 
or, in a sense thus qualified, that we speak of justi- 
fication by faith as the grand result of Christ’s work, 
and the all-inclusive grace of His salvation.”—Pp. 341, 
342. In a word, Christ’s work, as a manifestation 
of God’s love, begets in the soul a trust which leads 
it back to God, and “reconnects it with the Divine 
nature.” —P. 341. Christ’s work is, therefore, only an 
expedient for winning back the soul to the provisions 
of a righteousness which antedates all redemptive 
work. If sinners could have been sufficiently im- 
pressed by other means, the work of Christ would 
have been superfluous. 

But how is the sinner invested with this righteous- 
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ness to which the manifested love of God in Christ 
leads him back? Dr. Bushnell employs several terms 
to indicate the mode and nature of the investiture. 
The righteousness in question becomes his by “im- 
putation,” — an imputation which is no theologic 
fiction—by “communication,” by “derivation,” by 
“inspiration,” by “a permitted unity,” by “a flowing 
in of it” on the believer. This is the method in 
which men are “made righteous,” or justified now ; 
and it is not a new method. “The plan,” says Dr. 
Bushnell, “never was that created beings should be 
righteous, in such a sense, by their own works, or 
their own inherent force, as not to be derivatively 
righteous and by faith. They had, and were eternally 
to have, their righteoussing in God. Remaining up- 
right, they would consciously have had their righteous- 
ness in God’s inspirations, and would even have been 
hurt by a contrary suggestion.”—Pp. 366, 367. All 
this is asserted without one sentence of argument. 
Whatever may be true, then, of the substance of 
other moral beings than God, it must be admitted, if 
Dr. Bushnell’s theory be true, that their moral 
attributes, at least, have been and are and ever shall 
be, derived from God himself. To Him who under- 
stands the inseparability of a substance and its attri- 
butes, the difference between this philosophy of justi- 
fication and Pantheism will not seem very great. 
The substantia or broxeipevov, furnishing a basis for 
uncreated attributes, must itself be uncreated and 
eternal. The argument against such a theory of 
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justification 





a theory less speculative, as Dr. 
Bushnell tells us, than Anselm’s!—is simply the 
argument against Pantheism. If Pantheism be false, 
Dr. Bushnell’s theory of justification by derivation, 
and inspiration, and communication of God’s attributes, 
is false also, As the author has not favoured us with 
any philosophical argument in support of this Pan- 
theistic theory, the reviewer may be fairly excused 
from attempting a formal refutation of it on philoso- 
phical grounds, and be permitted to confine his 
criticisms to the argument from Scripture which Dr. 
Bushnell has advanced. 

He has adduced in support of his doctrine on this 
subject just one text. “The single text of Scripture 
at which,” he alleges, “the doctrine begins, and in 
which we may almost say it ends, though hundreds of 
other passages bring in their consenting evidence, is 
the much debated testimony of Paul,’ Rom. ii, 25,26.— 
P. 343. His exegesis cf this text is truly an exegetical 
curiosity. “Just,” he affirms, means right, not retribu- 
tively or forensically just, but righteous in the sense of 
morally pure. Righteousness, just, justifier, he con- 
tends, are to be taken in a moral, not a judicial sense. 
—P. 351. Now the question very naturally arises, 
What advantage has Dr. Bushnell gained by attaching 
these meanings to these words? Let the passage in 
question be rendered in the uncouth phraseology into 
which his theory of a subjective justification has com- 
pelled him, and the chief point in dispute will remain 
untouched. His rendering is, “that He might be 


288 THE NEW APOLOGETIC. 


righteous, and the righteousser of him that believeth 
in Jesus.” The question still remains, of course, How 
can God be “righteous”. and a “righteousser of sin- 
ners?” This is shown to be the question by the 
context. The context says that God sets forth His 
Son to be a propitiation available through faith to 
declare His righteousness, that he might be “ righteous,” 
“and the righteousser” (as Dr. Bushnell elegantly 
phrases it) of him that believeth in Jesus. We surely 
cannot regard the apostle as teaching that the vicarious 
sacrifice was designed to make God _ subjectively 
righteous. His meaning evidently is, that the Atone- 
ment showed Him to be “righteous,” or just, in justi- 
fying, or “righteoussing,” believers now, as it proved 
that He had acted righteously in the remission of sins 
that were under the first Testament. In a word, the 
question raised by the context is the very question 
which Dr. Bushnell excludes. It is a question as to 
the rectitude of the Divine administration. It matters 
not what the thing done was; whether it were, as 
Dr. Bushnell alleges, the communication of God’s 
attributes to sinners, or what else he may please 
to regard it, the fact still remains, that the death of 
Christ was designed to declare that God was just in 
doing that thing. That is, the death of Christ was 
intended to vindicate the Divine procedure in the salva- 
tion of sinners, whatever that procedure may embrace. 
The Atonement, therefore, is a vindication of God’s 
acts, a demonstration of His righteousness in acting as 
He does now, and as He did of old, towards the 
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believer. In fine, the sufferings of Christ were 
demanded by righteousness, and were rendered in 
satisfaction of its claims. But the righteousness 


which demands suffering for its vindication is judicial 
righteousness, or justice. The person to whom such 
righteousness is ascribed is regarded as acting in a 
judicial capacity. As Dr. Bushnell has not cited any 
of the “hundreds of other passages” which teach this 
doctrine of a subjective justification, if it were not un- 
charitable, one might presume that they have proved 
too intractable for the service assigned them. At all 
events, a theory of justification inspired by Pantheism, 
for whose support its author can cite but one text of 
Scripture, may be justly rejected without further 
comment. 

Difficult, however, as Dr. Bushnell’s pathway hitherto 
has proved, the crowning difficulty of all has yet to be 
encountered. He has yet before him the task of har- 
monising his theory of the vicarious sacrifice, with 
“the phrases and figures derived from the ceremonial 
law and the uses of the altar, and brought over, by a 
second application, to express the practical verities of 
the Cross.” If he did not enter upon this task at an 
earlier point, it was not because of “any design to put 
any slight on their sacrificial terminologies,” but solely 
to avoid confusion in the discussion—Pp. 383, 384. 

Passing by matters of minor importance in the two 
chapters devoted to this subject it will be sufficient to 
state Dr. Bushneil’s position, and examine the argu- 
ments by which he tries to sustain it. His position 

T 
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is simply this: That there is no such thing as expiation 
supposed in the Scripture sacrifices. “I am able,” he 
says, “after a most thorough and complete examina- 
tion of the Scriptures, to affirm with confidence that 
they exhibit no trace of expiation.”—P. 425. He has 
the candour to acknowledge that the idea of expiation 
has been very generally, and all but universally 
associated with sacrifice. The classic and all pagan 
sentiments of worship being thus corrupted by the 
false element or infusion of expiation, the later Jewish 
commentators and Christian theologians finally took up 
the conception, laying claim to it as a worthy or 
genuine property in all sacrifices, whether those of the 
law, or even the great sacrifice of the gospel itself. And 
now there is nothing more devoutly asserted, or more 
reverently believed, than our essential need of an 
expiatory sacrifice, and the fact that such a sacrifice 
is made for our salvation, in the cross of Jesus Christ.”— 
P. 418. He also admits that this idea has crept into 
the Septuagint and into the New Testament Scriptures. 
—P.427. Of the former two classes of witnesses, how- 
ever, he very summarily disembarrasses the discussion, 
by simply denying their authority or reliability. His 
reason for such treatment of these witnesses is as 
follows:—“That there is,” he alleges, “a natural 
tendency in all worthy ideas of religion to lapse into 
such as are unworthy—repentance, for example, into 
doing penance; that the sacrifices could easily be 
corrupted in this manner, and, in fact, were by all the 
pagan religions; and then, that there was imported 
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back into the constructions of Holy Scripture a notion 
of expiation, as pertaining to sacrifice, under the 
plausible, but unsuspected, sanction of classic uses and 
association. Nothing could be more natural, and it 
appears to be actually true.”—P. 426. 

Such is Dr. Bushnell’s reason for rejecting all argu- 
ments in favour of expiation in the Scripture sacrifices 
drawn from classic writers or the Septuagint! There 
is, in a word, a possibility that the notion of expiation 
may have arisen in the way described, and therefore— 
therefore what ?—-we are to regard it as a historical 
fact, on which we may safely rest an argument on this 
momentous subject, that such has actually been the 
origin of the doctrine of expiation! What right has 
any man thus to tamper with the language of mankind 
and the doctrine of the Bible on the subject of sacrifice? 
If the human race, Gentile and Jew, have always 
associated the idea of expiation with their sacrifices, 
what right has Dr. Bushnell to rise up in these last 
days, and pronounce the doctrine a delusion ? 

Might not a counter historical sketch, such as the 
following, be put forward with equal authority and pro- 
bability ? “There is a natural tendency in the human 
mind to form false conceptions of God—for example, 
to ignore the claims of those attributes which, in our 
natural state, it may be unpleasant to contemplate, and 
to exalt into an overshadowing pre-eminence those 
attributes which even the carnal mind can think 
of without aversion or fear—and then to import back 
into the constructions of Holy Scripture, a notion of 
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vicarious sacrifice in accordance with this false concep- 
tion of the Divine character.’ This sketch has one 
important advantage over Dr. Bushnell’s. Whilst his 
is utterly unsupported by facts he is himself a sad 
illustration of this deplorable feature of our common 
humanity. Having stripped the Divine nature of the 
attribute of justice it was, of course, necessary that he 
should divest the vicarious sacrifice of everything 
which might seem to imply the existence of such an 
attribute. As there was no justice left to inflict 
punishment upon transgressors, and no wrath to be 
appeased, it became absolutely necessary that there 
should be no sacrificial apparatus for the satisfying of 
the one, or the averting of the other. As Dr. Bush- 
nell’s God is destitute of justice, his vicarious sacrifice 
is destitute of expiation. 

Turning away from the classics and the Septuagint, 
Dr. Bushnell goes at once into the original Hebrew, 
and argues from the radical meaning of the word 753, 
to cover, atone, etc. The advantage of this appeal is 
not easily seen, as he admits, p. 427, that “it might 
be applied as a figure, to denote a covering by expia- 
tion.” This is simply to admit that the argument is 
to be removed from the ground of mere etymology, 
although he had just said, that “everything here mani- 
festly turns on the meaning of the original Hebrew 
word.” If the word may mean what Dr. Bushnell 
very properly says it may, then everything does not 
“turn upon the meaning of the original Hebrew word,” 

' bat upon the context in which it occurs. To the con- 
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texts of the texts furnished by Dr. Bushnell the 
reader is asked, therefore, to refer. His first passage 
is Exodus xxix. 37, “Seven days shalt thou make an 
atonement for the altar, and sanctify it, and it shall be 
an altar most holy.” This, he tells us, is an example 
of atonement “where the very idea of expiation is 
excluded.” ——P. 427. The object of it, he alleges, was 
“the sanctifying of the altar, in men’s feeling.” —P. 428, 
The ground here taken is that the term “sanctify,” in 
this text, is exegetical of the term “make an atonement 
for.” The context, however, is against him. Verse 
36, the immediately preceding verse, reads as follows: 
—“ And thou shalt offer every day a bullock for a sin- 
offering for atonement: and thou shalt cleanse the 
altar, when thou hast made an atonement for it, and 
thou shalt anoint it to sanctify it.” Dr. Bushnell 
ascribes the sanctification of the altar to the atonement, 
the context ascribes it to the anointing. The process 
of cleansing and anointing the altar to sanctify it took 
place after the making of the atonement forit. How 
beautifully symbolical of the true relation between the 
atonement made for us and our sanctification! Our 
sins are expiated by the vicarious sacrifice, and our 
souls are purified by the unction of the Holy One. 
Our author is equally unfortunate in his next argu- 
ment. He argues from instances where atonement 
was made without sacrifice, and gives as an example, 
Exod. xxxii., 30, “ And it came to pass on the morrow, 
that Moses said unto the people, ye have sinned a 
great sin: and now I will go up unto the Lord; per- 
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adventure I shall make an atonement for your sin.” 
In prosecution of this expressed purpose, Moses turns 
him to the holy mount. He intercedes, he pleads with 
God for Israel; he offers himself as their substitute. 
“Yet now if thou wilt forgive them their sm—,; and if 
not, blot me, I pray thee, out of thy book which thou 
hast written.” Notwithstanding the agonising earnest- 
ness of his intercession, he is only partially successful ; 
God refuses to: blot Moses from His book, but threatens 
to blot out those who had sinned, and does actually 
plague “the people because they worshipped the calf 
which Aaron made.” He threatens to come into the 
midst of Israel in a moment and consume them. 

Is it not manifest from this transaction that Moses 
was endeavouring to turn away the wrath of God 
which burned to devour Israel, and which did actually 
consume thousands of them by sword and pestilence ? 
That is, he was trying to do a thing which, according 
to Dr. Bushnell, is not embraced in the idea of an atone- 
ment. With Moses an atonement had for its central 
idea and object the averting of wrath; with Dr. Bush- 
nell it has for its object the moral impression. and 
subjective purification of those on whose behalf it is 
made. The passage teaches that Moses was transact- 
ing with God; whilst the exigency of Dr. Bushnell’s 
argument requires a transaction with Israel. “ Plainly 
enough,” he says, “there is no expiation in this case,” 
“because there is no sacrifice.’—P. 428. Plainly 
enough, however, there is in it the idea of averting 
wrath from Israel by the reconciliation of an offended 
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God; and this idea’ is utterly subversive of the theory 
of an atonement having a purely subjective reference. 

In pursuance of this fertile vein of argument, Dr. 
Bushnell refers to the atonement made by Aaron for 
Israel on the occasion of the plague wherewith God 
had smitten them, because of their sin in “the matter 
of Korah.” Aaron is commanded tv “take a censer 
and put fire therein from off the altar, and put on 
incense, and go quickly into the congregation, and 
make atonement for them; for there is wrath gone 
out from the Lord; the plague is begun” (Num. xvi. 
45). On this case Dr. Bushnell remarks: “ The plague 
is stayed, not by expiation certainly, for it is never 
supposed that there is any such thing as expiation by 
incense.”—P, 429. The words of the passage printed 
in italics will indicate the reply to this argumentative 
remark, Aaron did not make atonement simply by 
offering incense. The ceremony embraced an act 
which connected the atonement made on this occasion 
with the altar and the sacrifice. When, therefore, 
Aaron held up the censer before the Lord in the con- 
eregation of Israel there was presented, not only 
incense, but the fire of the altar. This being an 
important element in the atonement which Aaron 
made, it is manifestly unfair of Dr. Bushnell to cite 
the case as an instance of atonement by incense alone. 

But in the next place, the avowed object of the 
atonement in this instance, as in the one already 
referred to, is singularly inconsistent with the author's 
idea of an atonement. The atonement was necessary 
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because “there was wrath gone forth from the Lord,” 
because “the plague was begun.” In the preceding 
verse, God is represented as saying to Moses and 
Aaron, “Get you up from among this congregation, 
that I may consume them in a moment.” The fire of 
the Divine wrath, we are told, did consume “ fourteen 
thousand and seven hundred” of the people. Can 
there be any question here as to whether the atone- 
ment had reference to the appeasing of the Divine 
wrath, or the subjective impression of Israel? Can 
any man doubt that the object of the ceremony was 
the rescue of Israel from incurred and impending 
wrath? To allege that this was not done by an 
explatory sacrifice is nothing to the point. The ques- 
tion here is not, how, or by what means the atonement 
was made, but what the atonement embraced. If it 
embraced, as both the passages cited prove, the appeas- 
ing of the Divine wrath and the securing of the Divine 
favour, then it proves that Dr. Bushnell’s doctrine of 
the vicarious sacrifice is inconsistent with “the sacri- 
ficial symbols and terminologies” of the Old Testa- 
ment, The sum and substance of the case is this :— 
Dr. Bushnell objects to the doctrine of expiation, and 
denies that it is an element in atonement. Why ? 
Because it carries with it and conveys what he regards 
as a pagan idea, that there is wrath in God which 
needs to be appeased in order to reconciliation. In 
* support of his position, however, he turns round and 
furnishes two instances of atonement in which the 
central idea and avowed object is the appeasing of 
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God’s wrath!! That is, he proves by most unques- 
tionable evidence, that atonement has for its central 
and radical idea the very doctrine which his book has 
been written to subvert ! 

But the most marvellous part of this abnormal 
work is its last chapter—that on “Practical Uses 
and Ways of Teaching.’ The book, as the reader is 
aware, is devoted to the establishing of “the moral 
power view,” as distinguished from “the altar view” 
of Christ’s work. The concluding chapter confesses 
the utter inadequacy of this same “ moral power view” 
as an instrument for effecting what the previous treatise 
claims for it, and acknowledges the necessity of “the 
altar view,” against which his book is written, when 
one comes to the practical work of attempting the 
reconciling of men to God! If the reader feels 
incredulous when he reads this charge, he is referred 
for proof to the following passage :— 


“We come next,” says Dr. Bushnell, “to another and more 
difficult matter, as regards the power of the gospel in its uses, and 
the due impression of it as a way of salvation, viz., the right con- 
ception and fit presentation of it, under the altar forms provided 
for it. For besides the outward figure of the facts, occurring 
under conditions of space and time, and significant to human feel- 
ing in that manner, God has contrived a thought-form, to assist 
us in that kind of use which may conduct us into the desired 
state of practical reconciliation with Himself. In the facts, out- 
wardly regarded, there is no sacrifice or oblation, or atonement, 
or propitiation, but simply a living and doing thus and thus. 
The facts are impressive, the Person is clad in a wonderful 
dignity and beauty, the agony is eloquent of love, and the cross 
a very shocking murder triumphantly met; and if then the 
question rises, How we are to use such a history so as to be recon- 
ciled by it? we hardly know in what way to begin. How shall 
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we come unto God by help of this martyrdom? How shall we 
turn it, or turn ourselves under it, so as to be justified and set in 
peace with God? Plainly there is a want here, and this want is 
met by giving a thought-form to the facts which is not in the 
facts themselves! They are put directly into the moulds of the 
altar, and we are called to accept the crucified God-man as our 
sacrifice, an offering or oblation for us, our propitiation; so to be 
sprinkled from our evil conscience, washed, purged, purified, 
cleansed from sin.”—Pp. 459, 460. 

“ And so much is there in this that, without these forms of the 
altar, we should be utterly at a loss in making any use of the 
Christian facts that would set us in a condition of practical recon- 
ciliation with God. Christ is good, beautiful, wonderful; His 
disinterested love is a picture by itself; His forgiving patience 
melts into my feeling; His passion rends open my heart; but 
what is He for, and how shall He be made unto me the salvation 
I want? One word—He is my sacrifice—opens all to me, and 
beholding Him, with all my sin upon Him, I count Him my 
offering, I come unto God by Him, and enter into the Holiest by 
His blood.”—P. 461. - 





It may be fairly assumed that, whatever incredulity 
the reader may have felt on the announcement of the 
above charge, he is now satisfied that it is not alto- 
gether groundless. Dr. Bushnell in his preface, and 
throughout his book, tells us again and again that the 
“moral power view of the cross” is the goal towards 
which the Church has been gravitating from the be- 
ginning, that it is the only view consistent with the 
character of God or the teachings of Scripture. On 
page xxxill. of the preface he says: “The power which 
is continually sought after in the unfolding and preach- 
ing of the Cross—that which, to every Christian preacher, 
‘is the principal thing—is not in, or of, any considera- 
tion of a penal sacrifice, but is wholly extraneous; a 
Christ outside of the doctrine, dwelling altogether in 
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the sublime facts of His person, His miracles, and 
Passion.” Thus he wrote in his preface, and thus he 
argued throughout his book. But lo! when he comes 
to the homiletics of the subject—to the practical 
business of persuading men to be reconciled to God, 
our eccentric divine casts aside the weapon he had 
been forging and furbishing with such Cyclopean toil, 
and borrows the very instrument which he had all 
along proclaimed as doomed, antiquated and effete. 
Whilst he was constructing his system, the power of 
the gospel lay altogether “in the facts outwardly 
regarded—contemplated not as an atonement, sacrifice 
or propitiation.” When, however, he reaches the point 
where his system is to be tested in the actual recon- 
ciliation of men to God he tells us that the facts out- 
wardly contemplated have no such power! In order 
to have power with men they must be presented under 
the altar-forms provided for them. The facts of the 
gospel, in other words—and the words are Dr. Bush- 
nell’s—have power imparted to them, “ by giving them 
a thought-form which is not in the facts themselves!” 
“They,” the facts, “are put directly into the moulds of 
the altar, and we are called to accept the crucified God- 
man as our sacrifice, an offering or oblation for us, our 
‘propitiation.”—P. 460. That is, we are saved by be- 
lieving what, according to this book, is “a theologic 
fiction.” We are called upon to receive Christ as our 
propitiation, although, if we are to believe Dr. Bush- 
nell, propitiation is a pagan notion originating in 
“unworthy conceptions of religion.” We are saved 
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by beholding Christ with all our sins upon Him, 
counting Him our offering, coming unto God by Him, 
and entering into the holiest by His blood,” p. 461, 
although we are told that the facts of His suffering 
and death will warrant no such interpretation ! 

And all this, be it observed, by Divine sanction! 
These altar-moulds, we are informed, were provided 
for this very purpose. “Besides the outward figure of 
the facts occurring under conditions of space and time, 
and significant to human feeling in that manner, God 
has contrived a thought-form to assist us in that kind 
of use which may conduct us into the desired state of 
practical reconciliation with Himself.”—P. 460. This is 
truly monstrous. It was surely bad enough to concoct 
a theory of the gospel requiring for its practical appli- 
cation another antagonistic system which the author 
himself acknowledges, and contends is nothing but a 
fiction ; but is it not intolerable to turn round and 
father all this on the God of truth, and represent Him 
as contriving the fiction, and holding it out as the 
actual instrument of reconciliation? This is not 
simply to perpetuate an absurdity, but, we must be 
allowed to say, it is to insult “the only wise God” to 
His face. May the God of grace, who spared not His 
own Son, but made Him to be sin for us that we 
might be made the righteousness of God in Him, save 
_His blood-bought Church from such demoralising repre- 
sentations of the gospel of Christ Jesus! 


N.B.—Dr. Bushnell has simply anticipated the teaching of the 
New Apologetic. 


CHAPTER XI. 


EVOLUTION AND ITS RELATION TO RELIGIOUS 
THOUGHT." 


HE author of this book is an evolutionist of the 
most thoroughgoing type. He has faith in 

his evolutionary hypothesis, and such faith as trans- 
forms hypothesis into established science. Lamarck, 
the author of the Vestiges, Darwin, Spencer, are but 
pioneers of the now perfected system set forth in 
this book—a system not born of yesterday, but 
taught for some decades by the author in the dis- 
charge of his official duties. So satisfied is he of 
the claims of his hypothesis to take rank as a 
science that he says, “the law of Evolution is as 
certain as the law of Gravitation. Nay, it is far 
more certain. The nexus between successive events 
in time (causation) is far more certain than the nexus 
between co-existent objects in space (gravitation). The 
former is a necessary truth, the latter is usually classed 
as a contingent truth.” “I have,” he adds, “used, 
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and may continue to use, the term evolutionist, but 
if so it is only in deference to the views of many 
intelligent persons who do not yet see the certainty 
of the law.’—P. 66. In the hands of our author, 
Newton’s discovery of the law of gravitation is of 
small account, as it is a mere contingency (that is, a 
thing that may be or may not be) that every portion 
of matter in the universe attracts every other with a 
force varying directly as its mass, and indirectly as 
the square of its distance. Our author’s perfected 
science of evolution is far above the science of 
astronomy, which some men entitled to some con- 
sideration have been in the habit of designating one 
of “the exact sciences.” This new science can claim 
as one of its characteristics causation, while astronomy 
has nothing to boast of save gravitation! That is, 
gravitation is outside the pale of causation! This is 
certainly a marvellous statement for a professor of 
science in a modern university; and one is all the 
more inclined to marvel at it as coming from the 
author of this evolutionary scheme, for he claims that 
the law of Evolution reigns throughout the empire of 
the inorganic kosmos, and that under it the orbs of 
heaven have been evolved. One is curious to know 
how the evolution of the different sidereal systems 
has come about, if gravitation be destitute of causal 
efficiency. This, however, in passing. Let us see 
what the author’s theory is :— 


“1. All inorganic forms, without exception, have originated 
by a process of evolution ; 2. All organic or living forms within 
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the limits of observation, i.e. every living thing, has become what 
we now see by a gradual natural process, t.e. by evolution ; 3. All 
taxonomic (class) groups, except species, have undoubtedly become 
what we now see them by a gradual process, following the laws 
of evolution, and therefore presumably by a natural process of 
evolution ; 4. By artificial means, breeds, races, etc., very similar, 
at least in many respects, to species, are seen to arise by a gradual 
natural process, z.¢. by evolution ; 5. In some instances at least, 
natural species are observed to pass into one another by inter- 
mediate links in such wise that we are forced to conclude that 
they have been formed by a natural process.” 


Such is the basis of our author’s theory, and taking 
his stand upon it he asks :— 


“May we not, then, safely generalise and make the law 
universal? Is not this a sufficient ground for confident induc- 
tion? Even though some facts are still inexplicable, is that a 
sufficient reason for withholding assent to a theory which 
explains so much? In all induction” [he proceeds] “we first 
establish a law provisionally from the observation of a com- 
paratively few facts, and then extend it over a multitude of 
facts not included in the original induction. If it explains 
these also, the law is verified. The law of gravitation was first 
based on the observation of a few facts, and then verified by its 
explanation of nearly all the facts of celestial motion. There 
are some outstanding facts of celestial motion still unexplained, 
but we do not, therefore, doubt the law of gravitation. The 
same principle applied in biology ought to establish the law of 
evolution, for it explains all the facts of biology as no other law 
can.”—Pp. 68, 64. 


Now accepting, for the time, his own statement of 
the facts to be accounted for, the question is, Do the 
facts stated warrant the author’s generalisation? Is 
it true that our evolutionary biologist has, in the 
facts as narrated by himself, the same scientific 
warrant for his generalisation as Newton had for 
his immortal epoch-making law? Why, the quali- 
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fications interspersed throughout the essential data of 
the basis on which he founds his hypothesis dis- 
credit hig induction. Science discards in its account 
of facts such terms as “presumably,” “very similar,” 
“at least in many respects,” “in some instances at 
least.” Artificially produced “breeds,” which are 
merely similar “in many respects to species,’ cannot 
be accepted as a satisfactory basis for a scientific 
biological generalisation regarding the origin of species. 
The facts on which Newton founded were not of this 
equivocal character. They were not simply “very 
similar,” or “in many respects” alike. They were 
exactly identical in kind. 
“The very law that moulds a tear, 
And makes it trickle from its source, 


The same preserves the earth a sphere, 
And guides the planets in their course.” 


The facts revealed in the fall of an apple from its 
parent stem to the earth were precisely the same 7a 
kind as those revealed in the continuous fall of the 
moon and the planets along the curves of their orbits. 
There can be no such gaps pointed out in the series 
of facts relied on as the basis of the astronomical 
induction, as our author is compelled to confess, by 
the very language he has felt it necessary to employ 
in the description of his biological data. The parallel 
won't hold, and the claim to scientific rank based 
upon it in behalf of evolution must be dismissed on 
the merits. 


But is there no truth at all in our author’s account 
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of the biological facts of which he treats? This is 
not charged. What is alleged against his speculation 
is, that there is no evidence of such a law of Evolu- 
tion as that for which he claims scientific authority. 
Against his hypothesis it is contended that the fact 
of the evolution of existing organic forms from their 
respective germs does not warrant the generalisation 
that they are all derived from a common ancestral 
form through intermediate modifications. There is 
revealed in the facts adduced a law of progress, but 
not a law of derivation and blood-relationship. It 
is perfectly true, as evolutionists say, that the history of 
life on our globe, as recorded in its strata, reveals a 
law of progress from lower to higher forms; but all 
this may be true, and yet it does not follow that the 
advance from lower to higher forms has been effected 
through the transmutation of organisms of a lower 
type into organisms of a higher organic structure. 
There is evidence unquestionable of progress in the 
series of living forms which have succeeded each 
other, but there is not one particle of proof that 
this progress has been achieved by derivation and 
transmutation. When the advocates of Evolution are 
called upon for proof of such relationship existing 
among the members of the series, they are con- 
strained to have recourse to analogy and conjecture, 
and to make drafts upon their imagination in regard 
to what may have occurred in the course of the 
different transitions through which the earth, with 


its freight of life, must have passed during the 
U 
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several geologic ages. That this book is not an 
exception to this method of defence and vindication 
is too manifest to require a lengthened elucidation. 

To begin at the beginning, our author takes “ the 
egg as a type of evolution.” 

“Every one,” he says, “is familiar with the main facts con- 


nected with the development of an egg. We all know that it 


begins as a microscopic germ-cell, then grows into an egg, then 


organises into a chick, and finally grows into a cock ; and that 
the whole process follows some general, well- recognised law. 
Now, this process is Evolution, It is more; it is the type of 
all evolution. It is that from which we get our idea of 
evolution. Whenever and wherever we find a process of change 
more or less resembling this, and following laws similar to those 
determining the development of an egg, we call it Evolution.” 
—P. 3. 

Now, without remarking upon the unscientific 
character of the terms marked in ztalics — terms 
which are utterly out of place in scientific discus- 
sions—issue is at once joined with our author, and 
his chosen type of evolution shall furnish the battle- 
field. He begins with the egg. With all due 
deference he shall not be permitted to begin with 
the egg, even in its incipient germ-cell form. - No 
mortal eye ever discovered the germ-cell of an egy, 
or the egg itself, which did not come from an ante- 
cedent, parental, full-grown organism. Eggs are not 
orphans. They are not found lying about loose on 
the theatre cf life. An egg, fitted for the process of 
development referred to by our author, is still less 
likely to be found without an adequate ancestry. 


“Every one,” he says, “is familiar with the main 
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facts connected with the development of an ego.” 
The main facts—the determining facts in this con- 
troversy—-are facts which precede and condition the 
formation of the egg. Not only must there be a 
parent organism, fully developed, to give being or 
birth to the egg, but there must be an arrangement 
for the fertilisation of the egg. Apart from such 
antecedents, the egg would never “organise” into 
either “chick” or “cock.” These are biological facts 
that cannot be gainsaid, and they raise a grave 
question for our evolutionary friends. The question 
they raise is, “Which is first in the evolutionary 
chain, the perfect organism or the egg?” This 
question, of course, admits of but one answer—the 
mature organism gives being to the egg, and without 
it the egg had never been. This answer mars our 
author’s chosen type. If the case of the ece is to 
determine the question at issue, his whole scheme is 
placed in imminent peril. _ According to our author, 
the development of the egg into a “chick” or “cock” 
presents us with the type of the genesis and develop- 
ment of the whole chain of life, from the molluse to 
the man. The humblest phase of life appears first, 
and the highest last. But according to the biological 
facts presented in his boasted type, the perfect 
organism antedates and gives being to the egg. If 
such be the law of the type, it must also be the law 
of the antitype. Our author’s antitype, if his type 
means anything, must be the whole ascending series 
of organised life, from its first manifestations to the 
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appearance of the human form divine. The law of 
the egg must have ruled throughout the series. But 
the law of the egg is that the perfect organism pre- 
cedes the egg. Scientists talk of protoplasm and 
bioplasm, and the terms are not only not objection- 
able, but convenient, in the discussion of the science 
of life; but they must be used with a full under- 
standing that there is no such thing as either proto- 
plasm or bioplasm apart from an antecedent living 
mature organism. 

To apply the principle now established: we are 
entitled to claim that, in every instance throughout 
the progressional series of the biological forms that 
have come into being on our globe, the mature 
organism appeared first. First the hen and then the 
egg, and, first in the chain of specific life, the perfect 
specific organism. If the case of the egg is to rule, 
a species could not spring from anything save a 
perfect organic form, possessing all the specific quali- 
ties and distinctive characteristics of its future 
progeny. 

Equally at fault is our author’s argument from 
the tadpole :— 

“Tt is well known,” he observes, “that the embryo or larva 
of a frog or toad, when first hatched, is a legless, tail-swimming, 
water-breathing, gill-breathing animal. It is essentially a fish, 
and would be so classed if it remained in this condition. The 
fish retains permanently this form, but the frog passes on. 
Next, it forms one pair and then another pair of legs; and 
meanwhile it begins to breathe also by lungs and by gills; we, 


both air and water. Now, the lower forms of amphibians, such 
as siredon, menobranchus, siren, etc., retain permanently this 
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form, and are, therefore, called perennibranchs, but the frog 
passes on. Then the gills gradually dry up as the lungs develop, 
and they now breathe wholly by lungs, but still retain the tail. 
Now, this is the permanent, mature condition of many amphi- 
bians, such as the triton, the salamander, etc., which are, there- 
fore, called caducibranchs ; but the frog still passes on. Finally, 
it loses the tail, or rather the tail is absorbed, and its material 
used in further development, and it becomes a perfect frog, the 
highest order (anowra) of this class.”"—P. 132. 


This is another of the typical facts adduced in 
support of Evolution. The order of the stages in 
the development of the embryo of the frog, our 
author holds— 


“Ts undoubtedly the order of succession of forms in geological 
times ; 7.¢., in the phylogenic [racial] series. . . . Fishes first 
appeared in the Devonian and Upper Silurian in very reptilian, 
or rather amphibian, forms. Then in the Carboniferous, fishes 
still continuing, there appeared the lowest—+.e., most fish-like, 
—forms of amphibians. These were undoubtedly perennibranchs. 
In the Permian and Triassic, higher forms appeared, which were 
certainly caducibranch. © Finally, only in the Tertiary, so far 
as we yet know, do the highest form (ansura) appear. The 
general similarity of the three series is complete.”—P. 133. 

Here, then, are the so-called typical facts, and 
their antitypical geological facts brought face to face, 
and we are left to draw the inference that they 
furnish evidence of evolution; while all that the 
author has achieved, when he has set them in array 
over against one another, is, as he is constrained to 
confess, that he has pointed out “the general simi- 
larity of the three series.” It cannot be necessary 
to point out the wideness of the gap that yawns 
between the facts and the inference in this analogy. 


Similarity in the order of succession between the 
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stages in the development of the embryo of the frog 
and the organic forms of the geological times, is a 
very slender basis for the sweeping generalisation at 
which our author has arrived. Similarity in the 
order of occurrence does not prove ‘ontogenic, or 
genetically connected succession of organic forms by 
derivation. ‘Till this connection has been proved by 
facts, evolution must be treated as a mere unverified 
hypothesis. 

But to return to the case of the tadpole; it will be 
observed that our author, as in the case of the egg, 
begins with the embryo. This, as we have already 
seen, is an unscientific procedure. It is not the 
starting-point fixed by nature. Nature says that the 
perfectly organised frog precedes the embryo. Had 
there been no frog-spawn there had been no tadpole, 
and had there been no frog there had been no frog- 
spawn. If these typical processes—of the egg and 
the tadpole—are an index to the order of nature in the 
genesis of the various organic forms that have taken 
their place in the geological zons, the proper inference 
must be that the higher forms must have appeared 
first. The order indicated is not, as evolution requires, 
spawn, tadpole, gill-breathing animal, lung-breathing 
and gill-breathing animal, and lastly frog. On the con- 
trary, the order is the perfect frog, and then its progeny 
developed after its kind, with the parent as the standard 
‘and goal of the process. In this process there is no 
break and no missing link. There is a physical ante- 
cedent and a physical consequent, and an indubitable, 
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not an imaginary, causal relation of the former to the 
latter. These elements of the types are all wanting in 
the antitypes, and their absence justifies us in rejecting 
the evolutionary scheme so confidently propounded in 
this book. 

Let us look at these breaks. In the first place, 
and at the very outset of the evolutionary programme, 
there is a great blank which needs to be filled up. 
“ All inorganic forms,” we are told, p. 63, “have 
become what we find them by a natural process, w2., 
by Evolution.” It is not unreasonable to ask, “ By 
evolution from what?” Of course the answer is, by 
evolution from pre-existent inorganic matter. But 
whence this inorganic material, so admirably adapted 
to the evolution of these inorganic forms? Has 
inorganic matter itself been evolved “by a natural 
process?” Does the author carry his principle of 
continuity, like the authors of the Unseen Universe, 
backwards and backwards, through an endless series 
of universes, stretching from eternity to eternity ? 
Except he does, inorganic matter, in its ultimate 
elements, has not become what we find it “by a natural 
process,” and hence, our author himself being judge, 
not by evolution. 

Here then, at the very outset, we have a series of 
forms inaugurated by supernatural, and not by natural 
agency. The elemental universe, embracing forms and 
relations almost as wonderful as can be pointed out in 
the organic world, came to be what it was at first 
independently of the law of continuity, by the direct 
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agency of the Creator. The different elements were 
not evolved from one another, nor from a common 
stock of “similar” antecedent materials. Oxygen was 
not evolved from hydrogen, nor nitrogen from either, 
nor were the precious metals derived from the baser. 

Nor can we regard as exceptions those combinations 
of these elements on which our author relies, p. 297, 
as proofs of the derivation of higher from lower forms, 
such as when oxygen and hydrogen combine to form 
water, and as when these and other elements “are 
brought together under certain conditions—viz., in the 
green leaves of plants in the presence of sunlight, 
living protoplasm is then and there born, a something 
having entirely new and unexpected powers and 
properties.” or, in the first place, the chemical 
combinations have their law of limitation in the mutual 
affinities and antipathies of the ultimate elements, 
which affinities and antipathies are as decided and 
determining as are the attachments and repugnances of 
the different organic species. And, in the second place, 
where living protoplasm appears, it is traceable, not to 
mere chemical combination, but, whether in the green 
leaves of plants, or in the egg, or in the frog-spawn, to 
a perfect antecedent organism, apart from which it has 
had, and could have had, no existence. 

This failure of our author to apply his principle of 
continuity so as to fill up the gap between the being 
‘and the non-being of matter prepares us for another 
serious break in the order of physical succession. He 
has endeavoured to fill up the gap between the simple 
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elements of matter and organic forms by the introduc- 
tion of living protoplasm. However, when we look 
closely into the arrangement we find that, instead of 
the protoplasm being proton, it is deuteron. Whether 
in plant-leaf, or ege, or frog-spawn, it owes its being to 
a parental organism. Is it not time that this attempt 
to evolve life out of dead matter were abandoned ? 
Our author criticises Dr. Bastian for attempting to 
reduce his own theory to practice on the ground that 
the conditions under which life arises can occur but 
once, and cannot be repeated. But, in the passage 
above cited, he has himself undertaken to present us 
with the conditions under which life is ever reproduced, 
and has endeavoured to identify vital with chemical 
forces without a particle of proof. In spite of such 
unscientific theorising, the motto of genuine biology 
still is, “omnis cellula e cellula,’ to which may be 
added, primaria cellula ex organismo. After all, Moses 
was in perfect harmony with the results of scientific 
investigation when he wrote: “ And the earth brought 
forth grass, herb yielding seed after its kind, and tree 
bearing fruit, wherein is the seed thereof, after its 
kind” (Gen. i. 12). God did not produce the life-cell, 
and thence evolve the tree, or the herb. He created 
the perfect organism, with its seed in itself, for the 
production of other organisms like itself. This is the 
order proclaimed in the inspired narrative, and it is the 
only order that will bear scientific inspection, as science 
knows nothing of a primary life-cell which has not 
originated in an antecedent organism. 
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Passing from the gap between dead matter and 
living matter, we meet with another which yawns 
between species and species. This gap, our author 
seems to think, has been filled up “ by artificial means.” 
His account of the process has been already given in 
the outline of the elements of his evolutionary scheme. 
Attention has been called to the manifestly unscientific 
character of the terms he has been constrained to 
employ in his description of the elemental materials 
with which he has sought to close this untoward chasm. 
Let us, however, examine more closely the pillars and 
arches of this evolutionary bridge. 

1. In the first place, the means by which it is 
claimed the gap between species and species has 
been closed are acknowledged to be “artificial.” The 
reason of this confession is well known, for it is only 
where art has seized the reins and taken control of 
natural agencies that even a bush has been laid in the 
gap. If, as our author alleges and as the theory 
requires, “evolution means, first of all, continuity,” 
it is respectfully submitted that this gap between 
species and species must be filled up by something 
more respectable and efficient than the bramble of a 
“breed.” This make-shift of “breeds” is but an 
expedient to close up a chasm which evolutionists have 
never been able to bridge. “Breeds” are nowhere 
found in a state of nature. They are, as our author 
confesses, products of art by “a gradual natural process;” 
and all that is, or that can be claimed, for them is, 
that they “are very similar, at least in many respects, 
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te species!” This is science! All that nature, under 
the presidency of art, has been able to contribute 
towards the filling up of this deadly breach in the 
evolutionary fortification is a “breed,” not identical in 
kind, not altogether similar even, but “very similar, 
at least, in many respects, to a species!” How can 
gentlemen write and think in this loose, unscientific, 
illogical style, and yet expect their incongruous, 
incoherent generalisations to be accepted as the 
infallible deductions of scientific thought? In every 
attempt which evolutionists have made to connect 
species genetically with species they have called in 
the help of cattle-breeders and pigeon-fanciers, for, in 
the domain of nature, they can find nothing of the 
specific character needed to eke out the facts which the 
theory demands. After all that the “art of the cattle- 
breeder has done, a Guernsey, or a Tees-water, or a 
Southdown, is but a cow, and Seth Wright’s Ancon 
“breeds” are never mistaken for anything but sheep ; 
and when the pigeon-fancier has exhausted the resources 
of his “art” in the manipulation of the denizens of 
the dove-cot, his highest achievements are pigeons still, 
nothing but pigeons; and even Esther P.’s progeny, 
with their progressive digital variations, on which Dr. 
Struthers and Mr. Spencer have laid such stress, are 
simply men and women. The fact that one of Esther's 
great-grandchildren had a few digits more than its 
great-grandmother never led any of the neighbours to 
imagine that the family were on their way to the found- 
ing of a new evolutionary dynasty. But then, these 
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rustics were not, like Struthers and Spencer and 
Le Conte, advanced scientific thinkers. 

2. But however difficult it may be to get even a 
bush to fill the gap, it seems to be still more difficult 
to guard it against the brands of the anti-evolutionists. 
This is not to be wondered at, as the evolutionists 
themselves, by their very attempts to guard it, are 
constantly calling attention to its imadequacy as a 
repairer of the breach. Varieties, which our author 


be) 


designates “ breeds,’ are ever blasting the hopes of the 


evolutionists by reverting to their original typical 
forms. He feels called upon to account for this fact 
and reconcile it with Evolutionism. Here is a specimen 
of the manner in which he has discharged his functions 
in this department of evolutionary apologetics :-— 


“The reason of this tendency to reversion,” he says, “‘is obvious: 
First, The time is too short, the rate of change was too rapid, in 
the artificial formation of these varieties. There was not time 
enough to accumulate a fund of heredity on each successive stage 
of the change. Therefore the form is unstable and the tendency 
to revert is strong. Compare the fleeting days and the hurrying 
impatience of man with the infinite time and the Divine patience 
of nature. But mere instability is not the principal cause of 
reversion. Secondly, In the case of artificial forms in a wild 
state, natural selection compels reversion. But artificially made 
forms are in harmony with the artificial environment of domestica- 
tion, but not with the environment of nature. In nature the 
fittest survive, but artificial breeds are not fit to survive in astate 
of nature. They are therefore quickly destroyed in the struggle 
for life, or must be modified. Nature immediately begins to 
select the fittest, and gradually in the course of time produces one 
* or more uniform species, similar to that from which they came, 
or perhaps to what they would have been by this time if left to 
the operation of natural causes under the conditions supposed. 
But natural species, if they, are formed as the derivationists 
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suppose, by the operation of natural causes, cannot revert unless 
the conditions revert, for the same cause which operated to 
produce, still continue to operate to keep, the species.”—P. 212. 


In illustration and confirmation of the truth of this 
apology, reference is made to the development of the 
form, the habits and the instincts of the pointer :— 


“This form and these habits and instincts, so laboriously pro- 
duced, would be quickly destroyed by nature. The pointer, left 
to himself, must either change or become extinct, because not 
adapted to the wild state. But suppose for a moment that these 
habits and instincts were useful to the animal in a wild state ; 
evidently they would be instantly seized upon by natural selec- 
tion, and not only perpetuated, but intensified until a very 
distinct species would be produced. The same is true of all other 
races of dogs. If the Newfoundland, the greyhound, and the pug 
were all turned loose in a forest, and if each of these kinds were 
admirably adapted to some place in the economy of nature—for 
some special mode of food-getting without corresponding disabili- 
ties in other directions (as must be the case if made by natural 
selection)—there can be no doubt they would each survive and 
their characters [be] intensified; intermediate forms would dis- 
appear (for reasons which we shall see presently), and we would 
soon have three distinct species, or perhaps we would call them 
distinct genera.” —P. 213. 


Such is the author’s attempt at the reconciliation of 
the doctrine of Evolution with the unquestionable fact 
that varieties or “breeds” invariably, when left to 
themselves by the withdrawal of the hand of man to 
which they owe their origin, revert to their original 
typical forms, habits and instincts. 1. “ Natural 
selection compels reversion.” The italics are his own. 
That is, natural selection is the foe of variation, and 
sets itself to obliterate what art has. done in opposition 
to it. This is all one with admitting that nature is the 
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foe of variation; and, as there can be no evolution 
without variation, it is all one with the admission that 
nature is the foe of evolution. 2. His illustration 
from the pointer and other “breeds” of the dog, is 
pointless, as a “breed” is but a “breed,” and not a 
“species.” His defence from these cases is simply a 
petitio principti. He assumes that useful habits, 
induced under the influences of art, may result in the 
origination of a new “species,” while there can be no 
instance pointed out of the genesis of anything but a 
new “breed,” which reverts to the original type as soon 
as the artificial agencies which produced it have ceased 
to operate. 3. The third element in his apology is 
the element of time. Artificially generated species 
are got up in a hurry, and are therefore as yet only in 
a state of unstable equilibrium. The stock of heredity 
is not sufficient to withstand the antagonism of an 
unfriendly environment, Man, the manipulator of the 
new breed, is impatient, but Nature, having cycles of 
duration to draw on, can afford to operate slowly, and 
bide its time until the stock is potent, or omnipotent 
to resist all reversional influences, and maintain the 
favourite in its distinctive characteristics as a species. 
This is the old expedient of Evolutionism when con- 
fronted with the fact that “breeds” revert to type, and 
that no “breed” has ever progressed from its native 
category to the high rank of a “species.” Pressed by 

this unquestionable fact, evolutionists reply: “The 
time is too short, Wait a while. Just allow the 
eeonian sand-glass to get two or three more turns, and 
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all we contend for may come forth from the womb of 
time!” And these gentlemen who make these eeonian 
drafts on duration to eke out the dearth of facts, and 
combine the prophetic with the scientific function, set 
themselves up as the leaders of scientific thought in 
Europe and America! 

Our author’s account of “the missing link,” or the 
absence of “Intermediate Forms,” is worthy of remark. 
He accounts for the absence of intermediate forms in 
a way that leaves nothing to be desired by an anti- 
evolutionist. He says they are absent “because the 
intermediate forms are eliminated in the struggle 
for life, and not reproduced by cross-breeding. If 
artificial races always bred true—z.¢., without crossing, 
as natural species do—they would probably soon be 
as sharply demarked.”——-P. 214. It is questionable 
whether the history of apologetics has ever produced 
anything to equal this. The great chain of life as it 
stretches through the geologic ages lies in unconnected 
sections, while evolution requires that these sections 
should be joined together by intermediate links. When 
asked to produce these missing links, the answer given 
amounts to this, that the sections never were connected, 
for natural species never cross-breed. What is this 
but a confession that it would be unnatural for natural 
species to originate through intermediate forms? If 
it is only artificial species that cross-breed, and by 
cross-breeding produce intermediate forms, surely it is 
vain to speak of missing links in connection with 
natural species, where no cross-breeding ever takes 
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place, and consequently where no intermediate forms 
could arise. The sections of the chain, therefore, have 
never stood in genetic relation, and this fact of itself 
discredits the evolution hypothesis. 

But these unproducible intermediate forms were, it 
seems, nevertheless produced, and their disappearance 
is accounted for by the struggle for life, in which they 
were eliminated, as well as by their non-reproduction 
by cross-breeding. This theory of the struggle for 
life and the survival of the fittest is an essential of 
Darwinism, but it does not account for the absence of 
the particular links in question, for these are just the 
links that in the struggle were fitter to survive than 
the links that are extant and which are confessedly 
inadequate to fill up the gap. If our ancestors were 
anthropoid apes, or an animal which was the common 
ancestor of the anthropoids and of our race, through 
intermediate forms, surely the forms nearest to man 
must have been fitter to survive in the life-struggle, 
than those inferior anthropoidal forms which have 
come safely out of the conflict. Why should the 
stronger, which, on the theory, were the fitter. to 
survive, be eliminated in the struggle, while the 
weaker and less fit have escaped the doom of 
elimination? Evolution cannot answer this ques- 
tion, and the reason is that it is a hypothesis which 
cannot be reconciled with the actual history of life 
‘ upon our globe, 

But this book undertakes the reconciliation of 
Evolution with “Religious Thought.” A word in 
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closing may therefore not be out of place in regard to 
the species of religious thought with which the theory 
is said to harmonise. There is much need of discrimina- 
tion here. A man may regard his thought as religious 
thought, while his thought is anything but Biblical. 
Evolution may be in harmony with his thought, while 
it may be utterly out of harmony with Revelation. This 
is just what we find in this book. Our author's thoughts 
of God’s relation to the universe are simply Pantheistic. 
It is true he repudiates this charge, and we accept his re- 
pudiation of it so far as to believe that he does not mean 
to be a Pantheist. But it is very difficult to distinguish 
between Pantheism and a theory of the Divine imman- 
ence which represents “the forces of nature as naught 
else than different forms of the one omnipresent Divine 
energy.” 

“ Remember,” he says, “that, as just shown, this Divine omni- 
present energy has taken on successively higher and higher forms 
in the course of geologic time. Now this upward movement has 
been wholly by increasing individuation, not only of matter, but 
also of force. This universal Divine Energy, in a generalised 
condition, wnindividuated, diffused, pervading all nature, is what 
we call physical and chemical force. The same energy in higher 
form, individuating matter and itself individuated but only yet 
very imperfectly, is what we call the life-force of plants. The 
same energy more fully individuating matter and itself more fully 
individuated, but not completely, we call the anima of animals. 
This anima, or animal soul, as time went on [one would think 
the author witnessed the whole process] was individuated more 
and more, until it resembled and foreshadowed the spirit of man. 
Finally, still the same, completely individuated as a separate 


entity and therefore self-conscious, capable of separate existence 
and therefore immortal, we call the spirit of man.”—(Pp. 299, 300.) 


If this be not Pantheism it is certainly very like it. 
oe 
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Like Pantheism, it speaks of a universally diffused 
Divine Energy which is ever taking on higher and 
higher forms, and progressing towards, and eventu- 
ally reaching, self-consciousness in man. Now, as 
there can be no energy apart from an energising sub- 
stance, and no Divine Energy apart from the Divine 
Essence, this universally diffused energy must be the 
energy of God Himself, and the universal diffusion 
inust be the universal diffusion of His own essence. 
But this energising essence is not only diffused but 
individuated, and individuated in matter as well as 
force, and in plants as well as in animals, and in the 
latter as well, though not as fully, as in man. It is 
without life in matter; it sleeps in plants, dreams in 
animals and awakes to conscious intelligence in man. 
What is this but Pantheism? This is not the Scrip- 
ture doctrine of the Divine immanence, which teaches 
that God is present upholding by His presence and 
power all that He has created and made. On the 
contrary, it is simply an irreverent speculation, which 
breaks up the Divine essence into matter first, and 
then into plants, and animals, and men. Of course 
on this theory the doctrine of original sin, as a sub- 
jective estate, is excluded. When the Divine energy 
has awoke into self-consciousness in the infant it can- 
not have taken on, as a “higher form,” the form of 
sin, for the Divine essence cannot assume a sinful 
form or be regarded as energising towards such a 
goal. Equally repugnant is this speculation to the 
Scripture doctrine of inspiration. As every individual 
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soul is simply a portion of this individuated Divine 
essence, every man, as our author teaches (pp. 310, 
311), is a medium of revelation. “It is given to all 
men as conscience, in greater measure to all good 
men as clearer perception of righteousness, in pre- 
eminent measure to Hebrew prophets and Christian 
apostles—but supremely and perfectly to Jesus alone. 
But there is, and there can be no test of truth but 
reason. We must fearlessly, but honestly and rever- 
ently, try all things, even revelations, by this test. 
We must not regard, as so many do, the spirit of man 
as the passive amanuensis of the Spirit of God. Re- 
velations to man must of necessity partake of the im- 
perfections of the medium through which it [they 
come] comes. As pure water from heaven, falling 
upon and filtering through earth, must gather im- 
purities in its course, differing in amount and kind 
according to the earth, even so the pure Divine truth, 
filtering through man’s mind, must take imperfections 
characteristic of the man and the age. Such filtrate 
must be re-distilled in the alembic of reason to separate 
the divine truth from the earthly impurities.” 

Such is our authors theory of inspiration, and it 
merits no elaborate refutation. If man’s mind be the 
filter “and must take imperfections characteristic of 
the man and the age,” it is surely not unreasonable to 
ask Professor Le Conte where the necessary filter is to 
be found by whose agency “the Divine truth” is to 
be separated from “the earthly impurities?” What 
man or what age shall supply the uncontaminated 
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alembic? Man’s reason cannot furnish it; for, as it 
is man’s reason, our author himself being the judge, it 
must take imperfections characteristic of its owner and 
of the age he lives in. It is true he finds a perfect 
medium in Jesus; as our Lord, however, wrote no- 
thing Himself, but made all His revelations through 
imperfect human filters, it must follow on this theory 
that we have in our Bible no infallible revelation. 

To conclude: genuine science must pronounce this 
book a failure. Its defence of Evolution breaks down 
on the critical point of continuiry. While the theory 
it advocates demands continuous, causal, physical con- 
secution of antecedent and consequent, it has simply 
proved the existence of a mere order of sequence. 
This order, however, exhibits such sudden advances 
from lower to higher forms that it confounds the 
counsel of our author’s philosophy, and compels him 
to admit that Nature has not, in such instances, acted 
naturally, but has progressed per saltum. His chosen 
type, “ the egg,” typifies not his own doctrine, but the 
doctrine the book has been written to disprove; for 
this type, fairly interpreted, teaches that the different 
orders of life on our globe must have had their origins 
in perfect organisms, and not in undeveloped life-cells. 
His theology is Pantheistic, as it deifies an omnipresent 
energy, which it pronounces Divine, and distributes it 
among plants, and animals, and men. It denies the 
’ infallibility of Scripture, the doctrine of the fall of man, 
and of original sin, viewed as a sinful subjective estate. 
“Non tali aucilio, nec defensoribus istis tempus eget.” 


CHAPTER XIT, 
PROF. DRUMMOND’S “ GREATEST THING IN THE WORLD.” 


HE little book by Professor Drummond, entitled 
The Greatest Thing in the World, is nicely 
written, and has been very handsomely brought out 
by the publishers. The grace it has singled out 
for eulogy merits all the praise bestowed upon it. 
Were it dominant in society we should have a very 
different world. The author’s estimate of it is Paul’s 
estimate, and I, of course, agree with both Paul and 
him. 

Our author, as he tells us himself, in his Natural 
Law in the Spiritual World, has been led, through the 
relation of his chair to science on the one hand and 
to theology on the other, to state the doctrines of the 
latter in terms supplied by the former. This habit 
has grown upon him, and seems to have determined 
the structure of this sermon on Love. Taking, as his 
scientific analogue, the analysis of a beam of light 
through a crystal prism into its component colours, he 
tells us that Paul, in this chapter, “ passes this thing, 
Love, through the magnificent prism of his inspired 


intellect, and it comes out on the other side broken 
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up into its elements. And in these few words we 
have what one might call the Spectrum of Love, the 
analysis of Love.” 

According to this analysis, love is made up of 
“virtues which we hear about every day.” These 
component elements of love are patience, kindness, 
generosity, humility, courtesy, unselfishness, good 
temper, guilelessness, sincerity. It is true, as he 
admits—and the admission is in perfect keeping with 
his analogue—that while “by synthesis of all the 
virtues men can make virtue, they cannot make 
Love.” He is constrained to admit that love out- 
runs his scientific analysis. It is, he says, “some- 
thing more than all its elements—a palpitating sensi- 
tive, living thing.” 

His analysis is, therefore, simply an instance of 
“love’s labour lost.” His spectral analysis is with- 
out warrant or countenance from Paul’s treatment of 
the subject. He claims that Paul passed the grace 
“through the magnificent prism of his inspired 
intellect,” but the apostle did no such thing. He 
never aped the philosopher, nor did he deliver 
spiritual truths in terms supplied by the schools of 
philosophy or science. In this exquisite eulogy on 
love he has simply done what Professor Drummond 
would have done well to imitate—he has given us, 
not an analysis of love, but a description of it by its 
‘effects or fruits. The virtues enumerated by our 
author as constituting the spectrum of love are simply 
effects flowing from it as their cause; but, as effects 
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are not the constituents of their own cause, these 
virtues are not to be confounded with love whence 
they flow. In a word, it is with love as it is with 
beauty, it can be felt but cannot be defined. It 
impels its possessor to communicate good to the object 
of it, and varies in its rank according to the grade of 
its object on the scale of being, 

Our author had shed more light on this subject if 
he had dipped a little deeper into the theology of the 
seventeenth century. Turrettine, speaking of love as 
it dwells in God and is manifested by Him, represents 
it, as the Westminster divines have done, as embraced 
under the generic term goodness, and distinguishes it 
(1) into philoktisia, or that form of goodness which 
communicates benefits to the sentient creatures of His 
hand ; (2) philanthropia, in virtue of which He makes 
His sun to rise upon the evil and the good, and sends 
His rain upon the just and the unjust; (3) eklekto- 
philia, that form of goodness which has led Him to 
choose men to everlasting life, and constitute them the 
sons of God. As love is of God, genuine love will be 
regulated by the rule thus indicated. A man whose 
soul is imbued with it will be merciful to his beast, 
will do good unto all men as-he has opportunity, but 
especially to those who are of the household of faith. 
Toward the brethren of Christ, who reveal the Divine 
image, he will cherish an affection akin to the love 
he bears towards Him who is the brightness of the 
Father’s glory and the express image of His essence. 

Instead of this attempt at philosophic analysis, it 
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had been more to edification to have given a Scrip- 
tural account of its genesis. This the author has 
failed to do. There is no satisfactory account of the 
origin of this grace in the soul. It may, perhaps, be 
said that Professor Drummond was under no obliga- 
tion to treat of this point, as the apostle has not said 
anything about it. This is true, but he has under- 
taken the discussion of this very point, and has given 
a very unsatisfactory account of it. .He does speak 
of the objective conditions of the rise and develop- 
ment of love, but he does not give a single hint of the 
way in which the carnal mind, which is enmity 
against God, passes from an estate of enmity to an 
estate of love, or how men who are dead in trespasses 
and sins pass from an estate of spiritual death to an 
estate of spiritual life. It is true he says we love, 
because He first loved us, but the cause here specified 
is not the efficient cause of a dead soul springing into 
spiritual life, thrilled with the emotion of love. Love 
is a grand grace, but it is impossible prior to the im- 
partation of spiritual life to the soul. 

We have here one of the great defects of the school 
to which Professor Drummond belongs. There is in 
the theology of that school no adequate recognition of 
the innate depravity of man in his natural estate or of 
the agency of the Holy Ghost in regeneration. The 
author does speak of regeneration, but does not say 
‘anything of either the agent or the instrument by 
which it is effected. According to the teaching of 
this little volume, the rise and development of this 
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greatest of all graces, and of all things in the world, 
are according to “natural law.” In fact, we have, on 
this point, Natural Law in the Spiritual World over 
again. Religion, we are told, does not come to us “ by 
chance, or by mystery or by caprice. It comes to us 
by natural, or by supernatural law, for all law is 
Divine.” There is no mystery about it. Had Professor 
Drummond been in the place of Nicodemus at that 
remarkable interview, our Lord’s allusion to the 
mystery of the new birth would have scarcely been 
in place in his estimation. The Apostle John had 
a very different view of the origin of this grace. 
“Love,” he tells us (1 John iv. 7) “is of God; and 
everyone that loveth is born of God, and knoweth 
God.” In John’s estimation love has its origin in the 
new birth. Genuine love and true knowledge of God 
can have no place in the soul prior to its regeneration. 

Another phase of the new theology comes out in 
the course of the exposition—viz., the low estimate 
which is entertained of doctrine. Even the Ten 
Commandments are not needed where love is in the 
ascendant. You would only insult a man under this 
governing grace if you suggested that he should not 
steal, and so of all the other commandments—one and 
all would be out of place under the reign of love. 
The proof given of this doctrine is that love is the 
fulfilling of the law. This is grand logic. How could 
love be the fulfilling of the law if there was no law 
to fulfil? It is one thing to say that love fulfils 
the law, and another to say that it supersedes and 
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abolishes it. A law enshrined in Christ’s heart, and 
written in the hearts of His people, is not to be treated 
as an insult. 

In accordance with the licence in doctrinal matters 
which characterises this school, the author speaks in 
terms of depreciation about Church doctrine. “He 
who loves will love truth not less than men. He will 
rejoice in the truth—rejoice not in what he has been 
taught to believe, not in this Church’s doctrine or 
in that, not in this ism or in that ism, but “in the 
truth.” He will accept only what is real; he will 
strive to get at facts; he will search for truth with a 
humble and unbiassed mind, and cherish whatever he 
finds at any sacrifice.” 

In judging of the author’s meaning here, we cannot 
forget what he tells us, in his Natural Law in the 
Spiritual World, about the transfiguration of His own 
theology, which must have been the system of “ truth ” 
set forth in the Westminster Standards, to which he 
had set his hand and seal as a professor of the Free 
Church of Scotland. In view of this piece of personal 
history we must regard our author here as inculeating 
the doctrine that all men (even those who have sworn 
fealty to the system of doctrine held by their Church) 
ought to embark upon a voyage of doctrinal explora- 
tion, abandoning their Church moorings, and try and 
find out a system of theology for themselves, Now, 
would it not be more decorous, not to say more in 
accordance with moral principle, to embark in such an 
enterprise before subscribing the Church Standards ? 


AUTHOR’S ACCOUNT OF HIS RELIGIOUS EDUCATION. 331 


And, further, would it not seem to be morally obliga- 
tory upon these doctrinal explorers, when they have 
been compelled to undergo a doctrinal transfiguration, 
to cease to minister, whether as professors or pastors, 
at the altars of the Church whose faith they have 
abandoned ? 

The counsel given by our author in regard to what 
one has been taught in his youth is very different from 
the counsel given by Paul to Timothy regarding the 
way in which he should treat what he had learned 
from his mother and grandmother, who were certainly 
better guides to “ truth” than Herbert Spencer, whose 
principles Professor Drummond has been glorifying in 
his Natural Law in the Spiritual World. 

In this connection there is a remarkable statement 
of our author in reference to his own early training, 
which should not be overlooked. “I was not told,” 
he says, “when I was a boy that God so loved the 
world that He gave His only begotten Son, that who- 
soever believeth in Him should have everlasting life. 
What I was told, I remember, was that God so loved 
the world that if I trusted in Him I was to have a thing 
called peace, or I was to have rest, or I was to have 
joy, or I was to have safety. But I had to find out 
for myself that whosoever trusteth in Him—that is, 
whosoever loveth Him, for trust is only the avenue to 
love—hath everlasting life”’ Query—Is an avenue 
not different from the mansion to which it leads? In 
Professor Drummond’s view it is a mistake to speak to 
an ingnirer of trust in Christ as giving peace. Peace 
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in his estimation is, as he is pleased to characterise it, 
a mere “thimbleful” of the gospel. He would hold 
out to an inquirer, not peace but eternal life. This 
discovery of his youth must be estimated in the light 
of the author’s account of the doctrine of eternal life 
given in his book on Natural Law in the Spiritual 
World, pp. 225-231. The doctrine there propounded 
is simply the doctrine of Conditional Immortality, 
which assumes the annihilation, or cessation from 
being, of the finally impenitent. This is what we are 
asked to accept as a substitute for the gospel of peace, 
and it is needless to say that it is a doctrine held by 
no Christian Church, and which must be repudiated by 
all who have just views of the demerit of sin and of 
the great Atonement required for its expiation. This 
may be his liomiletic, but it certainty was not Paul’s. 
The homiletic current in the Free Church in our 
author’s boyhood, and to which he now objects, seems 
to have been exactly in the line of the preaching of 
Paul and the other ambassadors of Christ, to whom 
was committed the word of reconciliation. He and 
they were commissioned as an embassy of reconcilia- 
tion to proclaim the glad tidings that God had made 
peace through the blood of the Cross, and to call upon 
men to accept the amnesty and be at peace with God. 
This may, in Professor Drummond’s estimation, be a 
mere “thimbleful” of the gospel, but it is a “thimble- 
ful” that cost the life’s blood and awful agony of our 
adorable Redeemer. 


Moreover, it is just the preaching, and the only 
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preaching, that a sinner under conviction of sin needs, 
or that will meet his case. He feels that he is justly 
exposed to the wrath of God, and cannot see how a 
holy and righteous God can treat him otherwise than 
as an enemy. The question of questions with him is, 
how God is to be at peace with him. Does Professor 
Drummond believe that such is the experience of a 
soul convinced of its sin? If he does, I ask how is it 
that he objects to the method of dealing with such an 
one which explains to him, as the beloved Horatius 
Bonar has done, “ God’s way of peace?” Whatever 
he may think of it, there can be no doubt that it is 
the divinely authorised method. It was when Christ 
had slain the enmity by His Cross that He came and 
preached peace to them that were afar off and to them 
that were nigh. The Divine method is to convince of 
sin, and then proclaim the remedy. This is effected 
by the preaching of the Cross, which is even in our 
day a stumbling-block to some and foolishness to 
others, but to those who are called, the power of God 
and the wisdom of God. This was the apostolic 
method; but the new homiletic: has devised what it 
regards as a more excellent way. Wrath, or enmity, 
or propitiation, is not to be found in its vocabulary. 
Every attribute of the Divine nature is to be merged, 
and swallowed up, in love. Even the text on which 
our author bases his stricture regarding the instruction 
given him in boyhood, when fully quoted and inter- 
preted in the light of the immediately preceding con- 
text, speaks of something more than love. The love 
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it proclaims is revealed through sufferings symbolised 
by the lifting up of the serpent in the wilderness 
for the healing of the serpent-bitten Israelites. The 
channel of the revelation shows that there are other 
attributes in God besides the glorious attribute of 
love. Had there been no wrath to be averted and no 
justice to be satisfied, there had been no need of such 
lifting up of Christ as that transaction foreshadowed. 
Professor Drummond, in quoting this text, finds in 
it nothing but love and life, and does so by ignoring 
the clause which speaks of rescue from perishing. 
Had he taken in the context and the clause omitted 
he might have seen that the instructions of his boy- 
hood were not so far astray as he imagines. It was 
not the Disruption worthies who belittled the Gospel 
to a “thimbleful.” This achievement has been left to 
the school which our author represents, which has 
eviscerated the Gospel of its life-giving power by 
reducing the Atonement to a mere example of the 
spirit of self-sacrifice, and insinuates as an objection to 
the orthodox view, which has ever represented Christ 
as bearing the punishment due to the sins of His 
people, that men find that they are bearing the 
punishment of their own sins themselves, all through 
their lives, and find that they get rid of the punish- 
ment of their sins only as they get rid of their sins, 
Not satisfied with this most unjustifiable assault upon 
‘this precious doctrine, this school states, with approval, 
the Socinian doctrine, and adds that it, as well as 
the doctrine it has objected against, produces good 
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Christians. [See the St. Giles Sermon.] It is surely 
not becoming in one who has identified himself with 
this new Scottish school to institute comparisons 
between the doctrinal teaching of his boyhood’s days, 
in the bosom of the Free Church, and that of the 
present day. The former is the power of God unto 
salvation; the latter is an illusory counterfeit which 
can be accepted by none save those whose senses have 
not been exercised to discern between good and evil. 

But, to conclude, the grace eulogised in this book 
is an admirable fruit of the Spirit. It were, however, 
a prostitution of it to use it as a veil to hide from 
ourselves or others the insidious attempts of this 
new Scottish school to Germanise and rationalise the 
theology of these lands, It is a duty to cultivate 
love, but it must not be so cultivated as to blind 
the eyes of Sion’s watchmen to the approach of the 
enemy. Genuine love is discriminating, and will 
never permit its possessor to covet the fellowship of 
those who pervert the gospel of Christ. 


CHAPTER XIII. 
THE CONFESSIONAL CONTROVERSY. 


T is alleged that the Presbyterian Churches have 
outgrown their doctrinal standards, that the 
garments manufactured for them by the Westminster 
divines, however suitable in the days of their minority, 
have at length been found but ill-adapted to the larger, 
freer faith of their maturing manhood. Those who 
take this view of the relation of these Churches to 
their Standards, arrogate to themselves, or at least to 
the age they live in, a scholarship to which the framers 
of these Standards have never laid claim. Critical 
research, we are told, has revolutionised men’s views 
of the Sacred Record, and the rising ministry, trained 
under the influence of its liberalising scholarship, 
cannot any longer submit to the restraints imposed 
upon free thought by the antiquated scholarship of 
the seventeenth century. Paul gives us an admonition 
about the effects of knowledge as compared with love, 
to which these claimants would do well to give more 
‘ heed. Knowledge, he says, puffeth up, but love 
edifieth. A little less of the yvaous, and a little more 
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amiable, and much less boastful of the superiority of 
their attainments in Biblical learning over and above 
the men who, under the teaching of the Holy Ghost, 
gave back to the Church the rounded system of saving 
knowledge set forth in these immortal Standards. It 
is all very fine, and by some will be regarded as 
evidence of superior Biblical culture, to speak in this 
lofty strain of the pre-eminent scholarship of the 
present age; but genuine learning, whether sacred or 
secular, will content itself with submitting its credentials 
and leaving others to judge of its claims. By their 
fruits ye shall know them is the Divine rule for 
judging of both trees and men. In accordance with 
this rule it is proposed, in this paper, to test the claims 
of some of the Revisionists to be regarded as entitled 
to take rank as theologians above the Westminster 
divines. 
An American divine has recently taken exception 
to the language of chapter II., section 3, of the 
Confession. This section reads as follows :—*“ That by 
the decree of God, for the manifestation of His glory, 
some men and angels are predestinated unto ever- 
lasting life, and others foreordained to everlasting 
death.” On this clause this writer makes the remark 
that it “seems to many to imply that some men are 
foreordained to everlasting death as mere creatures, 
without any regard to their innocence or guilt, and 
therefore it comes dangerously near implying that God 
makes some creatures merely to damn them.” The 
reason he assigns for regarding this section as lable 
¥ 
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to be thus interpreted are :—“ First, it is a separate 
independent section making a complete dogmatic 
statement of a certain truth. It is to be supposed, 
therefore, that anything vital to the truth is expressed 
and not understood, But there is no reference what- 
ever in the section to men’s character or condition, 
They are here conceived of and represented as mere 
creatures.” 

This, of course we are to accept as fair legitimate 
criticism, in accordance with the laws of advanced 
critical thought! Out of a chapter in which the 
Westminster divines propound their views on the 
august subject “Of God’s Eternal Decree,” in eight 
closely correlated sections, this writer singles out one 
section and discusses it as if its authors intended to 
express in it everything vital to the truth it contains! 
Because this section makes no reference to the ground 
of the Divine determination in the case of those 
foreordained to everlasting death, the inference drawn 
is that the subjects of this awful destiny are regarded 
as. mere creatures and dealt with irrespective of 
‘character, or condition ! 

Now, let us hear the Westminster divines on the 
point here raised. To ascertain their views regarding 
the ground on which some are foreordained to ever- 
lasting death we have not to travel beyond this same 
chapter 11. In section 7, we read, “The rest of 
* mankind God was pleased, according to the unsearchable 
counsel of His own will, whereby He extendeth or 
withholdeth mercy as He pleaseth, for the glory of 
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His sovereign power over His creatures, to pass by and 
to ordain them to dishonour and wrath for their sin, 
to the praise of His glorious justice.” Surely if we 
but give the men who drew up these Standards credit 
for the measure of intelligence displayed in their 
composition we cannot believe that they proclaimed 
themselves supralapsarians in section 3, and infralap- 
sarians in section 7 of the same chapter. If men will 
cull out texts of Scripture, or sections of doctrinal 
symbols, and treat them as distinct unrelated entities, 
they may make them mean anything they like. Such 
procedure may be in accord with the laws of the 
Newer Criticism, but it is at war with the principles 
of a sound exegesis, and can only lead to an incongruous 
medley of illogical deductions. 

This: same writer objects to the form, not to the 
substance of the statement in section 4 of this same 
chapter, which represents the number of the men and 
angels thus ordained as so certain and definite that it 
cannot be increased or diminished. His objection is 
to the use of rigid mathematical terminology in the 
domain of Theology. To put this in plain English, if 
it have any meaning at all, it is neither more nor less 
than an objection to which we are well used since this 
Revision movement was inaugurated, It is simply 
another way of saying, that definiteness of statement 
is out of place in the domain of religious truth. As 
Jowett puts it, it is only by indefiniteness that we can 
avoid putting words in the place of things. Our 
writer would, we are sure, not go to such unbridled 
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extremes as this, but the principle underlying his 
criticism of this section, fully carried out, will not 
easily be restrained till it reaches the goal of an 
absolutely anti-dogmatic indefiniteness. 

In replying to this now popular objection to this 
section, it will oceur at once to any intelligent reader 
of the Bible to ask, Was it not a definite number that 
the omniscient Father gave to the omniscient Son ? 
Did our Redeemer not know, individually, every one 
to whom He was commissioned to impart eternal life ? 
Is it not clear that in order to select out of the 
suecessive generations of the race, down to the end of 
time, those given Him for redemptive ends, He must 
have possession of the roll of God’s elect ? Is it not 
a fact that it belongs to Him to create every individual 
heir of Redemption—that He is the Author of life 
temporal as well as of life spiritual and eternal ? Do 
not these clearly revealed truths imply a knowledge as 
precise and definite as anything ever expressed in the 
language of mathematics or arithmetic? In a word, 
the objection is demonstrably groundless when it is 
brought face to face with the engagements entered into 
between the Father and the Son in the covenant of 
Redemption, and with the attributes and prerogatives 
of Him who worketh all things after the counsel of 
His own will. 

This objection to arithmetical forms of expression 
‘in dealing with the momentous subject of the destiny 
of men becomes all the more inexplicable when it is 
placed side by side with its author’s avowed belief “in 
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the eternal and unchangeable determination of God’s 
elect ?” However, no sooner has he made this avowal 
than he discovers its incongruity with his own objection, 
and therefore feels constrained to append a qualification 
which completely neutralises the principle underlying 
his own avowal of faith in the absolute, eternal, and 
unchangeable determination of God’s elect. “But,” he 
says, “we would have no mathematics on the subject, 
as if the relations of the Divine and human in this 
mystery of electing grace could be expressed in 
figures!” That is, he believes in “the eternal and 
unchangeable determination of God’s elect,” which can 
mean nothing else than the eternal and unchangeable 
determination of the persons elected, and yet objects 
to that section of chapter 11. which affirms that their 
number is so certain and definite that it cannot be 
increased or diminished! This, of course, is simply to 
admit the premises and reject the conclusion. Surely 
if God’s choice be a choice of persons, and this choice 
be eternal and unchangeable, the persons chosen must 
be a definitely determined number; and as it is 
admitted that the determination is eternal and un- 
changeable, the number determined must be fixed and 
unalterable by increase or diminution. In a word, 
the doctrine admitted and avowed by the author of the 
objection, as a part of his belief, implies all that he 
objects to, and, in the form in which he puts it, is just 
as much exposed to his own objection as it is in the 
explicit form in which it is expressed by the West- 
minster divines. 
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This same writer has a lengthened discussion in 
regard to the meaning of chapter x. section 4, of the 
Confession. This section reads :—“ Others not elected, 
although they may be called by the ministry of the 
Word, and may have some common operations of the 
Spirit, yet they never truly come unto Christ, and 
‘therefore cannot be saved; much less can men not 
professing the Christian religion be saved in any other 
way whatsoever, be they never so diligent to frame ther 
lives according to the light of nature, and the law of that 
religion they do profess; and to assert and maintain 
that they may, is very pernicious and to be detested.” 

To this section this writer proposes an amendment. 
For the portion which we have printed in italics he 
would substitute the following :—*“ Nor can any who 
reject the gospel, or who have never heard the gospel, 
be saved on the ground of the most diligent framing 
of their lives according to the light of nature, or 
according to the laws of any religion they may profess. 
Yet this is not to be understood as denying to any 
sinner on earth who is penitent for sin and devoutly 
seeking after God, the possibility of salvation by Christ 
through the Spirit working without the Word: lest 
thereby we should be guilty of abridging the liberty 
and sovereignty of the Holy Spirit, who goeth where 
He listeth, and is not restricted to any external 
_ instrumentality in the exercise of His regenerating 
power.” 

The object of this amendment is to leave room for 
the opinion of those who hold that penitents, seeking 
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after God, whether within or without the pale of 
Christendom, may obtain salvation without the instru- 
mentality of the Word, and simply by the agency of 
the Holy Spirit. The question here raised is not to 
be settled by quoting the opinion of theologians, as 
this writer has done. The simple question is, What do 
the Scriptures teach on this mysterious subject? It 
is only those who rely on their own personal religious 
consciousness, instead of the Word of God, who can 
have any doubt regarding the conformity of this section 
to the analogy of the faith, and to the express verdict 
of Inspiration. The doctrine it expresses furnishes 
Paul’s homiletic ultimate. So far as adults are 
concerned, their salvation, according to the apostle, is 
by faith and not by the works of the law. If faith 
implies knowledge of its object, and the object of 
saving faith be the Lord Jesus Christ, as God’s provided 
and exhibited propitiation, then except by a special 
revelation of Him, as such, those who have never 
heard of Him or His work, cannot be saved. It is 
true that whosoever shall call on the name of the 
Lord shall be saved. But mark what is added: 
“ How shall they call on Him in whom they have not 
believed ? and how shall they believe in Him of whom 
they have not heard? and how shall they hear with- 
out a preacher? and how shall they preach except they 
be sent?” Is there anything in Chapter x. sect. 4, or 
in any other part of the Confession, more restrictive 
than this passage in Romans x. 13-15? ‘This passage 
is, indeed, peculiarly pertinent to the question raised 
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by this writer, for the Apostle had just given to the | 
“whosoever” of the Scripture (Joel ii, 32) he had 
quoted, a comprehension embracing the Greek as well 
as the Jew. For both, he declares, the way of life is 
the same, and he is just as explicit in declaring that 
this way is by faith, and that this faith is impossible 
save through the hearing of the Word of Christ. The 
object aimed at by this Revisionist cannot be attained 
by an amendment of this section of the Confession. 
The only way in which he can hope to succeed is by 
a revision of those portions of Scripture which teach 
most explicitly the very Confessional doctrines to 
which he chjects. As he confesses that “after repeated 
and thoughtful reading of the section, he is not even 
now sure what was meant to be taught by it,” would 
it not be wise to let it stand as itis? On his own 
showing it may admit of either interpretation. If so, 
those who hold either the one or the other can 
subscribe the formula; but if the amendment he ~ 
proposes be substituted for the latter portion of it, 
those who hold doctrinally with Paul in his Epistle to 
the Romans, will be constrained to withhold their 
signatures, 

Another Revisionist writing under the same date in 
the same religious weekly,’ advocates revision because 
he does not find that the Confession of Faith contains 
one explicit declaration of the infinite love of God for 
“men as men, and finds that all its positive declarations 
are confined to the expression of God’s love for the elect. 

1 Philadelphia Presbyterian of November 16th, 1889, 
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He therefore holds that it should be revised, and made 
to give utterance to this infinitely loving attitude of 
God toward the whole human race. Holding the 
doctrine that God cherishes toward all men, as men, a 
love that is infinite, he proceeds to prove it, and adduces 
a few texts on which he relies for proof, but tells us 
that he “has a list of more than fifty familiar texts to 
sustain his position, not one of which is incorporated 
in our Confession, and only two of them are found 
among the appended proof texts.” 

Before entering upon an examination of the texts 
he has cited let us see how far we are doctrinally at 
one. It may be assumed that the writer accepts the 
doctrine of Election as set forth in the Confession. 
Here it may be claimed that we occupy common 
ground. We both believe that God, before the 
foundation of the world, chose for Himself a people 
out of the mass of mankind, viewed as fallen, and that 
He passed by all others and did not make choice of 
them. It is not necessary to begin to prove this to this 
writer. He holds it as firmly as Paul did when he wrote 
it in his Epistle to the Romans or in his Epistle to the 
Ephesians. Now, what one would like this friend, or 
some other Revisionist, to do, is to reconcile this pro- 
cedure on the part of God with the doctrine of His 
infinite love to men, as men. Infinite love is infinite 
love, and as there cannot be two infinite loves, one 
for the elect and another for the non-elect, His love 
for those passed by must have been as great as His 
love for those selected and predestinated to the 
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adoption of children by Jesus Christ to Himself. And 
as there cannot be two infinite loves, even in the bosom 
of God, one for those He predestinated to be con- 
formed to the image of His Son, and called and 
justified and glorified, and another for those whom 
He did not predestinate, or call or justify, or glorify, 
it must follow that His regard for the latter is just 
as great as for the former—as great for the vessels 
of dishonour as for the vessels of mercy ! 

The conclusion from these unchallengeable positions 
is obvious. If these brethren will have a chapter or 
a section introduced into the Confession, proclaiming 
the infinite love of God to men, as men; they must 
just expunge from it the doctrine of God’s electing 
love. ‘There is no help for it, for the two doctrines 
are utterly irreconcilable. 

But let us look a little more closely into our 
brother’s fundamental proposition, that God cherishes 
toward men, as men, a love that is infinite. It is 
manifest, on the face of it, that it does not fairly 
present the case with which the economy of Redemp- 
tion is designed to deal. This economy has to do, 
not simply with men as men, but with men as sinners. 
This is the case fairly stated, and the mere statement 
of it is all that is necessary to demonstrate the utter 
groundlessness of the assumption that the love of God 

toward men, as men, is infinite. God is not dealing 
with men, as men, and there is not a single text of 
Scripture (notwithstanding the writer’s boast that he 
has a list of fifty in reserve) that can be adduced to 
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justify the language in which he has stated the 
doctrine which he wishes to have introduced into the 
Westminster Standards. Where are the subjects, or 
objects, of this infinite love to be found? Where do 
these ideal specimens of humanity exist? Can the 
advocates of this all-embracing love point to any race 
or tribe of men under heaven who present no moral 
characteristics save those of a purely generic humanity ? 
Is it not a fact that men, as found the wide world 
over, are not simply of this purely generic type, but 
on the contrary give sad evidence of moral and 
spiritual degeneracy, and deviation from the original 
Edenic standard created in knowledge, righteousness 
and holiness? The Westminster Standards were 
framed in view of the fact that such is the estate of 
man since the Fall, and therefore teach that in dealing 
with our fallen race, God asserted His sovereignty, 
selecting from the common mass of mankind—who 
were all justly exposed to His wrath—the objects of 
His infinite redemptive love. The idea of a generic 
humanity untainted by the Fall never crossed the 
threshold of that Jerusalem chamber in which the 
Confession and Catechisms had birth. The men who 
framed these imperishable Standards had a very differ- 
ent idea of man as contemplated by the Author of our 
Redemption. They held and taught that by the Fall 
he “lost communion with God, is under His wrath and 
curse, and so made liable to all the miseries of this life, 
to death itself, and to the pains of hell for ever.” With 
this view of man’s estate it is impossible to reconcile 
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the position that God contemplates men, as men, and 
cherishes toward them an infinite love, The Scriptures 
do represent Him as good unto all men, as kind even 
to the unthankful, making His sun to rise upon the 
evil and the good, as sending His rain upon the just 
and the unjust. In a word, passage after passage may 
be cited to prove that God is benevolent and bene- 
ficent to the great mass of mankind; but such passages 
come far short of proving that He entertains and 
exercises toward all men that infinite love for which 
our brethren so earnestly contend. The position taken 
by our brethren is utterly out of keeping with the 
history of Redemption as given in the inspired Record. 
It is too late in the day to allege that God loves the 
whole human race with an infinite love. The history 
of Redemption is one continuous illustration of His 
elective, discriminating love. That history is a history 
of two seeds, the seed of the woman and the seed of 
the serpent. Was the Divine attitude alike toward 
these two seeds? Was the love of God toward the _ 
descendants of Cain the same as His love toward the 
descendants of Seth? Did He love all the Chaldeans 
as He loved Abraham? Did He deal with any other 
nation as He dealt with Israel? Reviewing this 
sovereign Divine administration, as Paul does in the 
Epistle to the Romans, let us stand in awe.and exclaim 
with him, “O the depth of the riches both of the 
‘wisdom and the knowledge of God! how unsearch- 


able are His judgments, and His ways past finding 
out !” 
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But what about the list of texts on which our 
brother relies with such confidence? Does any one 
of those specified, or all of them put together, prove 
that God loves men, as men, with an infinite love ? 
There is, perhaps, no text more frequently cited in the 
interest of Arminianism than one adduced by our 
friend, viz, “God so loved the world that He gave 
His only begotten Son, that whosoever believeth in 
Him should not perish but have everlasting life.” 
Our friend does not quote the whole of this text, but 
I do not base any criticism upon this, as the text is 
so familiar to all readers of the New Testament. I 
give it all, however, because the clause “God so loved 
the world” cannot, by itself, be fairly adduced as a 
proof text in this discussion. Our brother uses it as 
a proof, placing an etc. as a substitute for all that 
comes after the word ““ world.” That is, he substitutes 
an etc. for the clause that would prove that he had no 
right to cite it as a proof that God loves all men, as 
men, with an infinite love. Even the part of this 
text which he has given intimates a qualification of 
the love manifested toward the world, by its use of 
the word “so.” God so loved the world that He gave 
His only begotten Son. Is this all? Does even this 
addition expound and explain the import of this little 
all-important word “so.” It does not. He so loved 
the world, that He gave His only begotten Son, that 
whosoever believeth in Him should not perish, but 
have everlasting life. Here we have the exegesis of 


? 


this word “so.” God so loved the world of sinners, 
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not the world of men, as men, but the world of sinners, 
that He gave His only begotten Son, as an object of 
faith, to save them from their sins and put them in 
possession of eternal life. Here is the limiting clause. 
God gave His Son as the object of saving faith. Has 
He done this to the whole world? Have all men 
been so loved by God that He has so arranged the 
administration of the kingdom of His grace, that all 
men have had an opportunity of apprehending Christ 
and believing on Him? It may perhaps be said that 
it is the fault of the Church that all men have not 
had this opportunity. Those who say so had better 
study their Bibles a little more closely. Did Christ 
appear among all nations? Did He not restrict His 
labours to a very small portion of the human race? 
Did He raise up and qualify, by the gift of the Holy 
Ghost, a sufficient number of ambassadors to proclaim 
Him as the object of faith, a¢ once, to all nations ? 
Were the nations left in darkness, in the meantime, and 
prior to His advent, loved by God with an infinite love ? 

The writer insists that this text be put “into our 
Confession in all the fulness of its gracious meaning,” 
and inscribed “upon our banner as an ensign for the 
nations.” To this we say, amen. But we object to 
the substitution of the etc. for the expository clauses, 
which give expression to the comprehension, and 

object, and conditions of the love it proclaims. 

' ‘The next proof of this infinite love of God for men, 
as men, which the writer adduces, is the very touching 
incident of Christ’s weeping over Jerusalem. He asks, 
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“When Christ stood and wept over Jerusalem, and 
said, ‘How often would I have gathered you, and ye 
would not, did He not exhibit and declare God’s love 
for all men, even the non-elect?” Certainly this is a 
marvellous piece of exposition. From a passage in 
which Christ refers to His past dealings, by His 
prophets, and in person, with the particular city 
of Jerusalem, our expositor draws the universal con- 
clusion that He was declaring God’s love for all men, 
even for the non-elect! The incident is against the 
inference, and subversive of the doctrine of an undis- 
criminating, universal, infinite love for men as men. 
Can our exegete point to any other nation or city 
under heaven upon which Christ lavished such tokens 
of His love? Do we find Him weeping over any 
other city? As the answer to these questions must 
be in the negative it is manifest that this most 
affecting incident furnishes no warrant for the doctrine 
it has been adduced to confirm. 

The next text cited is 1 John ii. 2—“ Christ is the 
propitiation for our sins, and not for ours only, but 
also for (oAou Tov Kdcpov) the whole world,” the latter 
words being given in italics for the sake of point and 
emphasis. The force of this text, which is greatly 
relied on by Arminians to prove their doctrine of a 
universal atonement depends upon the import of the 
phrase “ whole world.” Does it necessarily mean the 
whole human race? At once we say it does not. 
Let one instance, in refutation of such extension of its 
import, suffice. In the preface to. his Epistle to the 
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Romans, Paul tells them that their faith is “ proclaimed 
év dd TO Kdop@) throughout the whole world.” When 
the Pharisees saw the crowds that followed Jesus, 
because of the miracle He had wrought in raising 
Lazarus from the dead, they exclaimed, “ Behold, how 
ye prevail nothing; lo, the world (6 Késpos) is gone 
after Him” (John xii. 19). From these instances it 
must be clear that neither the term “ world,” when taken 
by itself, nor when it is qualified by the adjective “whole,” 
can be taken in its literality as meaning the entire 
human race. Such phrases are simply hyperbolic 
forms of speech, and are never intended to be accepted 
literally. There is, invariably, something in the 
context implying a limitation of their comprehension. 
No one would ever think of regarding the expression, 
“the whole world,’ as used by Paul in the passage 
cited above, as intended by him to be taken literally, 
as if he meant that the faith of the Church at Rome 
had been proclaimed throughout the whole habitable 
world; nor would any one imagine that the Pharisees, 
when they said that the world had gone after Christ, 
meant to say that the entire human race were follow- 
ing Him. To base such sweeping conclusions on such 
limited premises, and equivocal forms of expression, is 
to perpetrate the very common fallacy of a narrow or 
an inadequate induction. The sacred writers who 
_ employ these terms employ them for the purpose 
of intimating the great change in the Divine adminis- 
tration of the economy of grace inaugurated under the 
New Dispensation. Under the Mosaic economy the 
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knowledge of the way of life, and of the means of 
grace was of set and determinate purpose, limited to 
one nation; under the New Dispensation the middle 
wall of partition has been removed, and the Gentiles, 
who were without Christ—and without Him because 
they were aliens from the commonwealth of Israel 
and strangers to the covenants of promise, having 
no hope and without God in the world, are now made 
nigh by the blood of Christ.. This enlargement of 
the scope and comprehension of the dispensation, 
however, is not to be taken absolutely, as if there were 
no conditions attached to the. proclamation. The 
Gentiles are brought nigh by the blood of Christ, and 
as no benefit from Christ’s blood accrues to any man, 
whether Jew or Gentile, except on the condition 
of faith, and, apart from the knowledge of Christ, there 
can be no faith in Him. It is in view of these 
historical and doctrinal facts that such general terms 
are to be interpreted, and it is utterly at war with the 
history of Redemption, and with the analogy of the 
faith, to assign to them a comprehension of import 
embracing every individual of the human race. 

Our expositor submits as a proof-text the sentence, 
“God is the Saviour of. all men, especially of them 
that believe.” He, however, assigns no reason for the 
introduction of these words. This is not to be 
wondered at, for no man could frame an argument 
out of these words for the doctrine that God loves 
all men, as men, with an infinite love. The great 


obstacle in the way of such exposition in this case, is 
Z 
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the obstacle which universalists are ever encountering. 
This obstacle lies in the fact that salvation is by faith, 
If we are to take these words literally, we must infer 
that some men are saved who do not believe—that is, 
that the condition of faith in their case is dispensed 
with! Common sense might teach one that the two 
classes—those who believe, and those who are saved 
without believing—cannot: be partakers of the same 
identical salvation. The living God is the Saviour of 
all men, even of the unthankful, for from Him cometh 
down all those blessings which make the lives of men 
possible, or prosperous and happy. But many have 
enjoyed these blessings, and many are still in the 
enjoyment of them, who have never heard of Christ or 
Wis salvation, or who, hearing of both, have never 
experienced the deliverance the Gospel proclaims. 

In like manner, and for a like purpose, the writer 
adduces the text that “He” (the Lord) “is not willing 
that any should perish, but that all should come to 
repentance” (2 Pet. ili, 9). A glance at the context 
will show that our friend has, through overlooking the 
immediately preceding context, misapprehended the 
Apostle’s meaning. Taken in connection with that 
context, this text is one of the strongest proofs of 
God’s sovereign electing love. Fairly interpreted, 
it assigns as the reason of the Lord’s apparent 
delay to fulfil His promise, and appear for the 
avenging of His own elect, His special regard for 
them. As those given Him of the Father are distri- 
buted among successive generations, down to the end 
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of time, He could not appear for judgment, and wind 
up His administration of the economy by the final 
predicted conflagration, until the last heir of Redemp- 
tion, for whose salvation He had undertaken, shall 
have been gathered in. In accordance with this view, 
is the language of the overlooked, immediately preced- 
ing context. “The Lord is not slack concerning His 
promise, as some count slackness ; but is long-suffering 
to you-ward (é€is duds), not willing that any (that is, 
any of you, a portion of the elect taken for the whole) 
should perish, but that all should come to repentance.” 
The reference and comprehension of the “any” (rivas) 
must be determined by the eis duds, and cannot, on 
any fair exegetical principles, be regarded as a general 
statement regarding God’s purposes of mercy toward 
the whole human race. The doctrine taught, therefore, 
is that the earth is allowed to remain, for the time 
being, in the interest of God’s elect, and will not be 
consumed by fire until they are all made partakers of 
the life the Saviour was commissioned to bestow. 

As a final proof of God’s infinite love for men, our 
friend quotes a portion of 1 Timothy ii. 4, “Who will 
have all men to be saved.” This is another of the 
passages on which Arminians rely, and which they are 
wont to interpret, as our friend would have his readers 
do, by overlooking both the preceding and subsequent 
contexts. To put our readers in a position to judge 
of the warrant of any one to cite this clause of Scrip- 
ture in the interests in whose behalf it is here invoked, 
it is only necessary to give the whole context. The 
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passage reads: “I exhort, therefore, first of all, that 
supplications, prayers, intercessions, thanksgivings, be 
made for all men; for kings and all that are in high 
place, that we may lead a tranquil and quiet life in all 
godliness and gravity. This is good and acceptable in 
the sight of God, our Saviour, who will have all men 
to be saved, and to come to the knowledge of the 
truth. For there is one God, and one Mediator also 
between God and men, even the man Christ Jesus, 
who gave Himself a ransom for all (avt/Avtpov vmep 
mavtwv), the testimony to be borne in its own times— 
Td wapTupsov Kaspois iSious.” 1, Taken in its contextual 
relations, it is manifest that the phrase ald men must 
mean men of all the classes mentioned—viz., kings and 
all who occupy positions of eminence and authority, 
whom the Christians of Paul’s day, who suffered at 
their hands, might be tempted to pass by as outside 
the pale of mercy, and to omit from their intercessions, 
As the Divine purpose of grace embraces all these 
classes, none of them are to be left out in our public 
approaches to the mercy-seat. 2. The passage teaches 
that the will of God concerning their salvation, em- 
braces their coming to the knowledge of the truth, and 
this knowledge consists in the testimony regarding 
Christ as the sole Mediator and ransom for sin. 3. 
In the exercise of the Divine sovereignty this testimony 
_ has not been borne at all times, but has been limited 
to its own times, to times determined, not by man, 
but by the Author of Redemption. 

Such is the only warrantable exegesis of this passage ; 
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and it must be manifest that, instead of helping the 
cause of an universal, all-comprehending, undiscrimin- 
ating, infinite love of God for all men, as men, it 
places upon any such theory the stamp of an absolute 
negative. Teaching, as it does, that the salvation of 
men is conditioned upon: their coming to the know- 
ledge of the truth concerning Christ as God’s ransom 
for sin, and, at the same time, teaching that the testi- 
mony about this ransom has been limited to certain 
times (a truth woven into the very warp and woof of 
the history of Redemption, as given in the Bible) it 
places itself in direct antagonism to the theory that the 
purpose of salvation has a like reference to all men. 
A limitation in regard to the time of witness-bearing 
in this case involves, of necessity, a limitation in re- 
gard to persons, as those who live now, or have lived 
in the past,outside the times and spheres of the proclama- 
tion, could not, except by special revelation, obtain the 
knowledge of the truth which is necessary to salvation. 

So far, then, as these arguments for Revision are con- 
cerned, they may be dismissed. They cannot be accepted 
as valid, except on the assumption that the Calvinistic 
system, set forth in our Standards, is unscriptural. 
If they mean anything they mean this, and they only 
serve to put the friends of our old-fashioned Pauline 
theology upon their guard against such changes as 
arguments of this class seem designed to secure. 

As regards changes on points not affecting the 
system of doctrine, it is difficult to see the necessity of 
them, as the American formula does not bind the sub- 
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scriber to anything save what is essential to the 
Calvinistic system. However, a Committee on revision 
has been appointed by the recent Assembly, and the 
Churches of the Presbyterian order, on both sides of 
the Atlantic, will await the result of their action with 
intense interest. Changes quoted as precedents for 
their appointment dealt with matters lying outside 
the strictly doctrinal, but while the committee en- 
trusted with the Revision now proposed have been 
instructed to preserve intact the system of doctrine set 
forth in the Westminster Standards, they are expected 
to modify and simplify certain forms of doctrinal 
statement which have given rise to this whole contro- 
versy. It is to be feared that the problem set them, 
as indicated by the points in debate, will be found 
very difficult of solution. The men appointed are un- 
doubtedly able men, but the theological learning of the 
present century must fail to maintain the Calvinistic 
system in its integrity, and, at the same time, modify 
its doctrinal formule so as to satisfy the demands of 
some of the most prominent leaders of the Revision 
movement. Form is as necessary to a doctrine as to 
a statue, and it will be intensely.interesting to see 
when the committee have applied their instruments 
of doctrinal sculpture to the doctrinal forms sent forth 
from the Westminster studio, how much of the original 
. workmanship will remain. 
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and Pseudo-Science, all come under sober and clear scrutiny.’—Church 
Advocate. 


‘Clearly written, will be quite easily appreciated by any intelligent reader, 
and we are persuaded will be found unanswerable. . . . Its reasoning is 
sound, its tone is lofty, its spirit courteous, and its language is free from 
everything abstrusely technical. The volume is worthy of high commenda- 
tion. —Irish Ecclesiastical Gazette, 


‘A masterly production. . . . Characterised by uncommon ability, by per- 
vading soundness of thought, and by a quiet but determined courage, which 
could only spring from a consciousness of having mastered the subjects which 
are discussed. .. . Richly deserving the serious study of both the friends 
and foes of the scientific hypotheses which are submitted by examination.’ — 
Presbyterian Quarterly. ; 


’ ‘No one can read this work without being instructed and stimulated.’— 
Bibliotheca Sacra, 


‘Whoever delights in vigorous uncompromising polemics, will find 
abundant satisfaction in the writings of Dr. Watts.’—Aberdeen Free Press. 
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‘The author's natural and sympathetic eloquence lends at times a bright- 
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devout, frank, manly, and orthodox in its tone and character.—Christian 
Advocate. 


‘The tone is reverent, the style is clear, the reasoning is careful. Its 
' capital type will recommend it to the weary sight of some to whom the ‘land 
of distances” is no longer the land that is very far off.—Church Bells. 
‘Dr. Hamilton endeavours to tell in plain and popular language all that the 
Bible reveals about the other life. The tone of the book is admirable ; 
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on ‘‘ The Unique Personality of Christ” is a masterpiece of eloquent writing, 
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The beauties of the volume are everywhere apparent, and therefore will 
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—Rock. 

‘An admirable popular introduction to the study of the evidences. .. . 
Dr. Mair has made each line of evidence his own, and the result is a 
distinctly fresh and living book. The style is robust and manly; the treat- 
ment of antagonists is eminently fair; and we discern throughout a soldierly 
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able. Substantially, however, the book remains the same, and the hearty 
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and scurrilous satire poured out upon evangelical theology as it has been 
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flock will feed upon.’—Sword and Trowel. 


‘These chapters will afford rich and, at the same time, simple fare to the 
meditative heart.’—British Messenger. 


» ‘Simple, tender, spiritual, and fervent discourses.’—Christian World. 
“ Worthy of a high place in our devotional literature.’—Baptist Magazine. 


‘ There is in these lectures a tender sympathy, and a spiritual devoutness 
and simplicity, which give to them a real charm for all who desire to be com- 
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Magazine. 
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argumentative power, and abundant learning, is a very forcible vindication 
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EXTRACT FROM THE PREFACE, 

‘The subjects of the following papers are old pet children, which have 
grown up with me ever since I began to feel and think. . . . I have collected 
them here under the emblematical name of Iris. The prismatic colours of 
the rainbow, the brilliant sword-lily, that wonderful part of the eye which 
gives to it its colour, and the messenger of heaven who beams with joy, 
youth, beauty, and love, are all named Iris. The varied contents of my book 
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name.’—TF'Ranz DELITZSCH. 

‘A series of delightful lectures. ... The pages sparkle with a gem-like 
light. The thoughts on the varied subjects touched upon fascinate and 
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Mr. C. H. SpurGeon writes:—‘ Evangelical and practical through and 
through. . . . Many sparkling images and impressive passages adorn the 
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but also depth of research. Some of the deepest questions of philosophical 
theology are discussed with keen insight and admirable temper. Much 
thought is compressed into small space, and even into few words, which burn 
oftentimes with white heat.’ 

‘The author’s well-known catholicity, evangelical fervour, and firm 
adherence to evangelical principles, are conspicuous features of this really 
stimulating and suggestive exposition. An amount of freshness which is 


wonderful.’— Christian. 
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